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The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Lord God, Sovereign of our
Nation, personal Lord of our lives, we
claim Your promise given through Isa-
iah, ‘‘Your ears shall hear a word be-
hind you saying, ‘This is the way, walk
in it’ .’’—Isaiah 30:21. We dedicate this
day to walk humbly with You. We are
challenged by the realization that the
Hebrew meaning of ‘‘walk humbly’’ is
‘‘to walk attentively.’’ And so, we com-
mit our minds and hearts to listen at-
tentively to You. Speak to us so that
what we speak may be an echo of Your
voice which has sounded in the depth of
our receptive souls. In the din of the
cacophony of voices demanding our at-
tention, help us to seek to know and do
Your will for what is best for our be-
loved Nation.

Grant us the greatness of minds
tuned to the frequency of Your spirit’s
guidance. Free us of any tenaciously
held positions that may not have been
refined by careful listening to You.
May our united position together be
that of women and men committed to
Your righteousness and justice.

We ask for Your blessing for our
President, the House of Representa-
tives, the Justices of the Supreme
Court, and the judges of the courts of
our land who seek to carry out Your
will in their decisions, and all who as-
sume the awesome responsibilities of
government. We listen to hear Your
voice saying, ‘‘This is the way, walk in
it—together.’’ In the name of our Lord.
Amen.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for morning business.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

able Senator from Kentucky is recog-
nized.

Mr. FORD. I believe I have a standing
order this morning that I have up to 20
minutes. Is that correct?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Cor-
rect.

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair.

f

APPRECIATION OF FLOOR STAFF

Mr. FORD. First, Mr. President, let
me thank the floor staff for the effort
they put forward all the time and the
effort they made last evening to give
this Senator a few moments of the Sen-
ate’s time today, and I want them to
know that I do appreciate it.

(Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the
chair.)

(The remarks of Mr. FORD pertaining
to the introduction of S. 1262 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.’’)

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1976

Mr. FORD. Madam President, on be-
half of the majority leader, I ask unan-
imous consent that the orders for the
three back-to-back votes and the de-
bate with respect to H.R. 1976 be post-
poned to occur at 12 noon today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1868

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that at
9:45 a.m. the Senate begin consider-

ation of H.R. 1868, the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, for opening
statements until 11 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FORD. Madam President, there-
fore, the vote scheduled for 9:45 a.m.
has now been postponed to occur at 12
noon and the Senate would instead
begin consideration of the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill at 9:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FORD. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

CONGRESSMAN JAMIE WHITTEN
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,

last week, I was very honored to be
able to attend the funeral in my State
of former Congressman Jamie Whitten.
Congressman Whitten was my good
friend and colleague in the House. I
served in the House 6 years before com-
ing to the Senate. During that time, I
got to know him and be with him fre-
quently. Even though I was not on the
Appropriations Committee at that
time when I was elected to the Senate,
I soon became a member of the Appro-
priations Committee, and as irony
caused it, I was immediately the chair-
man of the Agriculture Appropriations
Subcommittee.

The day I went on the Agriculture
Subcommittee, the Republicans had
become the majority in the Senate and
that was my first assignment. Interest-
ingly enough, on the House side, Con-
gressman Whitten had been the chair-
man of the Agriculture Appropriations
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Subcommittee since about 1949. He had
been in the House only 8 years when he
became chairman of the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee for Agri-
culture.

So that first year, I recall having the
opportunity of going to conference
with Congressman Whitten chairing
the subcommittee on the House side
and I chairing it on the Senate side,
both being from the same State. I was
very new to the job, and I remember he
said to me that day as we began our ne-
gotiation on the House-passed and Sen-
ate-passed appropriations bills funding
the Department of Agriculture and re-
lated agencies, ‘‘THAD, you had better
be careful what you ask for now; you
might get it.’’

I have never forgotten that. It was an
interesting lesson and a good thing to
tell me because in that position you
have to defend what you have rec-
ommended; you have to understand
that there are going to be those who
will look critically at the contents of
the bill. And we worked very cordially
together during those 6 years when I
chaired that subcommittee.

As I was handling the bill in this
Chamber for the last couple of days we
have been considering the Agriculture
appropriations bill, I thought several
times about my good friend and former
colleague in the House and the lessons
that I learned, which have certainly
been good lessons to learn.

He was a man who was very cour-
teous, very knowledgeable about the
subject. In his dealings with other
Members of the House and Senate, he
was always a gentleman. I respected
that and appreciated that in Jamie
Whitten.

When he retired from the House, we
truly saw come to an end a legendary
career in many ways, not because of
length of service, which was longer
than anyone had ever served in the
House of Representatives, but because
of the kind of person he was and the
way he did his job. He took it seri-
ously. He was conscientious, he did it
well, and he did it well for a long pe-
riod of time.

I was reading editorials just over the
last few weeks in our State, and there
have been many written talking about
Congressman Whitten. There were two
that I particularly appreciated, and I
will put them in the RECORD. One is
from the Northeast Mississippi Daily
Journal in Tupelo, and the other was
written by Bill Minor, who has a syn-
dicated political column in Mississippi,
and this was printed in the Clarion-
Ledger in Jackson, MS.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that both of these editorials be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Northeast Mississippi Daily
Journal, Tupelo, MS, Sept. 12, 1995]

FORMER CONGRESSMAN JAMIE WHITTEN

Jamie Whitten started his public service
career when some Mississippians still had

eye-witness memories of the Civil War and
only dreamed of one day having electricity
in their houses. He concluded his public serv-
ice after a 53-year tenure in the U.S. Con-
gress when many Americans routinely com-
municate from their homes via computers
with people halfway around the world.

His journey ends in Charleston, the same
small town that nurtured his early political
career and always sustained him as the place
he called home. It was the place where al-
most everyone knew him and called him
Jamie, not Mr. Chairman or Congressman or
any of the other honorifics by which he was
addressed in his official capacities. He was,
in the words of longtime staff leader Buddy
Bishop, ‘‘just one of the guys’’ in Charleston.
His town, the state, and the nation bid Whit-
ten farewell in a service at Charleston Pres-
byterian Church, where he had been an ac-
tive member for almost 70 years.

Whitten, 85, died Saturday in an Oxford
hospital less than a year after retiring from
the U.S. House of Representatives. His 53
years in the House is the record for longevity
in that chamber. He is second only to the
late Sen. Carl Hayden of Arizona, whose 56
years in the House and Senate combined is
Capitol Hill’s longest tenure.

Whitten was a low-profile giant who
thrived on the serious and demanding busi-
ness of making public policy. His legislative
gifts were no place more evident than in fed-
eral policy, laws and programs related to im-
proving and enhancing life in rural America.
The depth and breadth of his influence and
interest inevitably grew as he moved up the
ladder of power and responsibility in Wash-
ington. The ladder finally took him to the
pinnacle chairmanship of the Appropriations
Committee.

Mississippi’s senior senator, Republican
Thad Cochran, considered Whitten a congres-
sional mentor and close friend. Cochran said
Monday that Whitten possessed the invalu-
able gift of remaining unhurried and cour-
teous in a political atmosphere that was
more often frenetic and sometimes discour-
teous.

Whitten believed in federal investment in
America, a practice some people derisively
and mistakenly call pork-barrel spending.
Whitten often stated his belief in spending
federal dollars to generate a return from the
productivity of American citizens. That idea
always is unpopular with congressmen who
don’t have the intelligence or the influence
to steer a share of the investment to their
states and districts. Whitten understood, as
he networked with colleagues from coast to
coast, that a good investment provides a
good return, no matter where it’s made.

He also understood that the vast resources
of the federal government, as a moral imper-
ative, must be applied to people in crisis and
people in need.

Many other members of Congress in this
century have been more widely known, more
colorful and more ambitious. A bare handful
stand in company with Whitten’s impact and
influence because, for him, effectiveness was
vastly more important than fame.

Winston Churchill said that ‘‘singleness of
purpose and simplicity of conduct’’ are pow-
erful attributes of public servanthood.

Those same qualities distinguish Congress-
man Jamie L. Whitten’s long record as the
people’s representative in Washington.

[From the Clarion-Ledger, Sept. 17, 1995]
JAMIE WHITTEN KNEW REAL POWER WAS IN

THE PURSE STRINGS

(By Bill Minor)
Mississippi’s 53-year congressional veteran

served his state well.
What Jamie Whitten’s half-century in the

House of Representatives did for the state of

Mississippi is incalculable, because it is be-
yond comparison to any other person who
has represented this state or almost any
state in the Congress of the United States.

Certainly Whitten gave this relatively
small state in the whole scheme of things for
greater influence—you can call it clout—
than it had reason to expect. He made the
strongest case for longevity as opposed to
the current demand for term limits.

In his incredible 53-year service in the U.S.
House, Whitten wisely concentrated on the
area where the real power lies in Congress,
the power of the purse. He long ago staked
out a seat on Appropriations, working his
way up to the chairmanship in 1980. But for
many years before that, he headed the agri-
culture subcommittee of Appropriations, the
spot that earned him the sobriquet as ‘‘the
permanent Secretary of Agriculture.’’ It was
true that Whitten held the purse strings for
farm programs as well as a broad spectrum
of other programs that were tucked under
his wing and the huge agricultural industry
of this country knew it. His first concern al-
ways was to see that the farm interests of
Mississippi were well-served.

Whitten, said his onetime Mississippi col-
league, former U.S. Rep. David Bowen,
‘‘could digest an appropriation bill faster
than anyone’’ in Congress. His legendary
reading of the fine print in an appropriation
bill is what rescued the Tennessee-
Tombigbee Waterway from the public works
graveyard in 1967.

Whitten’s reputation as the ‘‘mumbler’’
when he was handling amendments to com-
plicated appropriations bills, was actually
strategy and was done intentionally, says
Bowen. ‘‘His speaking style may have
seemed obfuscating, says Bowen, ‘‘but he was
a very bright man.’’ Perhaps he was not out-
wardly articulate as an orator in comparison
to some of his colleagues, but Whitten got
the job done.

One important thing in light of what has
recently come out of the Bob Packwood dia-
ries about the inordinate influence of Wash-
ington lobbyists, is that Whitten, with all
his power in spending, never had much time
for lobbyists.

The career of Jamie Whitten is a remark-
able story of a small-town Mississippian who
started out in Congress as a New Dealer with
Franklin Roosevelt a half-century ago. Then
be became a Dixiecrat in the 1950s when the
Citizens’ Council and Ross Barnett were in
their heyday. In fact, he was one of the lead-
ers in the anti-civil rights Southern Mani-
festo in Congress.

Back in those days he hardly let it be
known back in Mississippi that he was a
member of the Democratic Party. But by the
late 1960s, Whitten began his transformation
to a loyal team player for Democratic pro-
grams and eventually became a key cog in
pushing liberal programs of the Democratic
leadership.

While most political figures become more
conservative as they grow older, Whitten on
the other hand, grew more liberal, or as
some close observers believe, he returned to
his New Deal populist roots.

Yes, Jamie Whitten could be said to have
been a pragmatic politician. However, he
used the political system to not for his own
glory, but in a very real sense for his own
state. Essentially, Whitten believed in the
fundamental value of the federal government
as an instrument for the good of the people.

Fortunately, Whitten’s best years were in
the days before the austerity era became
vogue in Congress, and when there was more
money available to fund projects such as the
Tenn-Tom.

It was never his style to dabble in someone
else’s politics or build a political organiza-
tion beyond his own small, loose-knit cadre
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of followers. The furthest he ever ventured
into statewide politics was once, in 1976,
when came down to Jackson to endorse
Jimmy Carter for president. That occasion
was also his rare (maybe only) exposure to
sharp questioning by the state press of Mis-
sissippi in a full-fledged news conference. I
recall that it was quite an unsettling experi-
ence for him.

Jamie probably overstayed his time in
Congress when his failing health made him
no longer productive. Yet, with his passing
last week at age 85, everyone in this state
must be grateful that he served them so long
and so well. It’s unthinkable we’ll ever see
another like him.

f

WELFARE REFORM
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, yesterday

the Senate concluded several weeks of
debate on welfare reform legislation.
The changes that were incorporated in
the legislation are profound, marking a
great departure from the system that
has been in place for 60 years. As one
who has served my State of Rhode Is-
land and this Nation as a U.S. Senator
from 35 of those 60 years, I did not take
lightly the vote that I cast yesterday.
I thought long and hard about the de-
sire for change, for reform, and for a
better welfare system, and I share all
of those goals.

As I look at the bill, I remain con-
cerned. It does not provide nearly
enough of what I think is necessary for
quality welfare reform. And it does not
sufficiently protect our children or pro-
vide adults with the tools they need to
move off of welfare and into work.

But the final bill was also a drastic
improvement over the House welfare
legislation, and, with the addition of
the Dole-Daschle compromise, moves
us more in the direction that I think is
best for our Nation. So while it was
with some reluctance, I decided to cast
my vote in favor of the legislation that
was before us yesterday. I did so with
the understanding that the American
people want and demand action, and
are seeking a new way of accomplish-
ing what the existing system has not
been able to accomplish. I am willing
to try a new way, but acknowledge
freely that without the minimal pro-
tections put into place by the Dole-
Daschle agreement with respect to
child care and other important provi-
sions, I would not have voted ‘‘yea.’’

I cannot help but hope that the con-
ference committee will see fit to incor-
porate more of the provisions con-
tained in the Work First proposal in-
troduced by Senator DASCHLE, which I
cosponsored. I still support and strong-
ly prefer its provisions—its emphasis
on transitioning welfare recipients to
work, its understanding that providing
child care is a linchpin of successful re-
form, and its premise that—despite
very real abuses of the current system
by some welfare recipients—most peo-
ple want to get off welfare and work at
a job that provides a living wage. But
I realize that the conference commit-
tee is more likely to move this bill in
a direction that I cannot support, by
being more punitive to parents and, in

the process, harming children who have
not chosen their parents or their cir-
cumstances.

Mr. President, it would be my inten-
tion, should the bill return from the
conference committee stripped of these
moderating provisions, or including
any of the more draconian provisions
we defeated during the Senate debate,
to cast my vote against the conference
report. I hope that this will not be nec-
essary and that we will be able to pass
a conference report that really does
move the Nation in the direction that
we all want to see—toward workable
reform that moves this generation off
of dependency while ensuring that the
next generation does not suffer for its
parents’ failures or misfortunes.

f

TRIBUTE TO AMERICAN LEGION
AUXILIARY, UNIT 230, PIKE-
HUSKA POST

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President,
today I pay tribute to certain members
of the American Legion Auxiliary, Unit
230, Pike-Huska Post in Aurora, SD.
Governor William Janklow designated
the first day of the recent South Da-
kota State Fair as ‘‘Victory Day Gold-
en Anniversary Celebration’’ in honor
of South Dakota veterans who served
in the Second World War. Ten special
women in the American Legion Auxil-
iary in Aurora provided South Dakota
World War II veterans attending the
celebration with tokens of their appre-
ciation and gratitude in memory of our
veterans’ dedicated service.

Mr. President, I had the opportunity
to join my fellow South Dakotans at
the State fair in expressing apprecia-
tion to the outstanding men and
women who served their country dur-
ing the Second World War. I am proud
of the contributions made by South
Dakotans during the war years. More
than 2,200 South Dakota National
Guardsmen served on active duty. More
than 41,000 South Dakotans were called
into military service through the draft
and 23,192 South Dakotans enlisted.
More than 1,500 South Dakotans stood
face to face against Hitler’s war ma-
chine and gave their lives to turn back
Nazi aggression. At home, South Dako-
tans dug deep into their pockets to
keep American troops armed, fed, and
clothed. During eight national fund-
raising campaigns, South Dakota con-
sistently ranked first or second in the
per capita sale of series ‘‘E’’ war bonds.
In fact, South Dakotans raised $111.5
million from the sale of series ‘‘E’’ war
bonds to help the war effort.

Mr. President, as a war veteran my-
self, having served in the United States
Army as a lieutenant in Vietnam, I ex-
tend my sincere respect, admiration,
and appreciation for the dedicated
service and selfless sacrifice of South
Dakota’s Second World War veterans. I
especially appreciate the 10 members of
the American Legion Auxiliary in Au-
rora, SD, who provided on behalf of
themselves and all South Dakotans, a
small token of our boundless gratitude

for those courageous veterans who an-
swered the call to duty more than 50
years ago.

f

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before
discussing today’s bad news about the
Federal debt, how about ‘‘another go,’’
as the British put it, with our pop quiz.
Remember? One question, one answer.

The question: How many millions of
dollars does it take to add up a trillion
dollars? While you are thinking about
it, bear in mind that it was the U.S.
Congress that ran up the Federal debt
that now exceeds $4.9 trillion.

To be exact, as of the close of busi-
ness yesterday, September 19, the total
Federal debt—down to the penny—
stood at $4,965,954,997,403.59, of which,
on a per capita basis, every man,
woman, and child in America owes
$18,850.85.

Mr. President, back to our pop quiz,
how many million in a trillion: There
are a million million in a trillion.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report H.R. 1868.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

A bill (H.R. 1868) making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and
related programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which
had been reported from the Committee
on Appropriations, with amendments,
as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italic.)

H.R. 1868
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996,
and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT
ASSISTANCE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

The Export-Import Bank of the United
States is authorized to make such expendi-
tures within the limits of funds and borrow-
ing authority available to such corporation,
and in accordance with law, and to make
such contracts and commitments without re-
gard to fiscal year limitations, as provided
by section 104 of the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act, as may be necessary in car-
rying out the program for the current fiscal
year for such corporation: Provided, That
none of the funds available during the cur-
rent fiscal year may be used to make expend-
itures, contracts, or commitments for the
export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or tech-
nology to any country other than a nuclear-
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weapon State as defined in Article IX of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons eligible to receive economic or
military assistance under this Act that has
detonated a nuclear explosive after the date
of enactment of this Act.

SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION

For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-
tees, insurance, and tied-aid grants as au-
thorized by section 10 of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, ø$786,551,000¿
$795,000,000 to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1997: Provided, That such costs, includ-
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
such sums shall remain available until 2010
for the disbursement of direct loans, loan
guarantees, insurance and tied-aid grants ob-
ligated in fiscal years 1996 and 1997: Provided
further, That up to $100,000,000 of funds appro-
priated by this paragraph shall remain avail-
able until expended and may be used for tied-
aid grant purposes: Provided further, That
none of the funds appropriated by this para-
graph may be used for tied-aid credits or
grants except through the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appro-
priations: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated by this paragraph are made available
notwithstanding section 2(b)(2) of the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945, in connection
with the purchase or lease of any product by
any East European country, any Baltic
State, or any agency or national thereof.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct and guaranteed loan and insurance
programs (to be computed on an accrual
basis), including hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, and not to exceed $20,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses for
members of the Board of Directors,
ø$45,228,000¿ $46,000,000: Provided, That nec-
essary expenses (including special services
performed on a contract or fee basis, but not
including other personal services) in connec-
tion with the collection of moneys owed the
Export-Import Bank, repossession or sale of
pledged collateral or other assets acquired
by the Export-Import Bank in satisfaction of
moneys owed the Export-Import Bank, or
the investigation or appraisal of any prop-
erty, or the evaluation of the legal or tech-
nical aspects of any transaction for which an
application for a loan, guarantee or insur-
ance commitment has been made, shall be
considered nonadministrative expenses for
the purposes of this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding subsection (b) of
section 117 of the Export Enhancement Act
of 1992, subsection (a) thereof shall remain in
effect until October 1, 1996.
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT

The Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion is authorized to make, without regard
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31
U.S.C. 9104, such expenditures and commit-
ments within the limits of funds available to
it and in accordance with law as may be nec-
essary: Provided, That the amount available
for administrative expenses to carry out the
credit and insurance programs (including an
amount for official reception and representa-
tion expenses which shall not exceed
ø$35,000¿ $20,000) shall not exceed ø$26,500,000¿
$26,000,000: Provided further, That project-spe-
cific transaction costs, including direct and
indirect costs incurred in claims settle-
ments, and other direct costs associated with
services provided to specific investors or po-
tential investors pursuant to section 234 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall not
be considered administrative expenses for
the purposes of this heading.

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, ø$69,500,000¿ $79,000,000, as authorized
by section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, to be derived by transfer from the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation Noncredit
account: Provided, That such costs, including
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
such sums shall be available for direct loan
obligations and loan guaranty commitments
incurred or made during fiscal years 1996 and
1997: Provided further, That such sums shall
remain available through fiscal year 2003 for
the disbursement of direct and guaranteed
loans obligated in fiscal year 1996, and
through fiscal year 2004 for the disbursement
of direct and guaranteed loans obligated in
fiscal year 1997. In addition, such sums as
may be necessary for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the credit program may
be derived from amounts available for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the credit
and insurance programs in the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac-
count and merged with said account.

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 661 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $40,000,000: Provided,
That the Trade and Development Agency
may receive reimbursements from corpora-
tions and other entities for the costs of
grants for feasibility studies and other
project planning services, to be deposited as
an offsetting collection to this account and
to be available for obligation until Septem-
ber 30, 1997, for necessary expenses under this
paragraph: Provided further, That such reim-
bursements shall not cover, or be allocated
against, direct or indirect administrative
costs of the agency.

øINTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

øCONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
FINANCE CORPORATION

øFor payment to the International Finance
Corporation by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, $67,550,000, for the United States share
of the increase in subscriptions to capital
stock, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That of the amount appropriated
under this heading not more than $5,269,000
may be expended for the purchase of such
stock in fiscal year 1996.

øCONTRIBUTION TO THE ENTERPRISE FOR THE
AMERICAS MULTILATERAL INVESTMENT FUND

øFor payment to the Enterprise for the
Americas Multilateral Investment Fund by
the Secretary of the Treasury, for the United
States contribution to the Fund to be admin-
istered by the Inter-American Development
Bank, $70,000,000 to remain available until
expended.¿

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out the provisions of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, and for other
purposes, to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1996, unless otherwise specified here-
in, as follows:

øAGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

øCHILDREN AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND

øFor necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of part I and chapter 4 of part II
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, for
child survival, assistance to combat tropical
and other diseases, and related assistance ac-
tivities, $592,660,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1997: Provided, That this
amount shall be made available for such ac-

tivities as (1) immunization programs, (2)
oral rehydration programs, (3) health and
nutrition programs, and related education
programs, which address the needs of moth-
ers and children, (4) water and sanitation
programs, (5) assistance for displaced and or-
phaned children, (6) programs for the preven-
tion, treatment, and control of, and research
on, HIV/AIDS, polio, malaria and other dis-
eases, (7) basic education programs, and (8) a
contribution on a grant basis to the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF): Provided
further, That funds appropriated under this
heading shall be in addition to amounts oth-
erwise available for such purposes.

øDEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FUND

ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

ø(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

øFor necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of sections 103 through 106, of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, $655,000,000¿
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of sections 103 through 106, chapter 10 of
part I, and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and the provisions of
title V of the International Security and Devel-
opment Cooperation Act of 1980 (Public Law 96–
533) and provisions of section 401 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1969, $2,117,099,331, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That funds made available under this heading
for each of (1) sections 103 through 106, (2) sec-
tion 104(b), (3) chapter 10 of part I, (4) chapter
4 of part II (exclusive of assistance for Israel
and Egypt) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, (5) title V of Public Law 96–533, (6) section
401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969, and
(7) for ‘‘Debt Restructuring’’, shall be the same
proportion to the total amount appropriated
under this heading as the proportion of funds
appropriated to carry out each of such provi-
sions was to the total amount appropriated for
them in title II of Public Law 103–306, exclusive
of assistance to Israel and Egypt: Provided fur-
ther, That the use of any authority to waive the
requirements of the previous proviso shall be
subject to the regular notification requirements
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided
further, That of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise available by this Act for population plan-
ning assistance administered by the Agency for
International Development, not less than
$350,000,000 shall be made available for the
central Office of Population of the Agency for
International Development in fiscal year 1996,
which sum shall be made available to that of-
fice: Provided further, That none of the funds
made available in this Act nor any unobli-
gated balances from prior appropriations
may be made available to any organization
or program which, as determined by the
President of the United States, supports or
participates in the management of a pro-
gram of coercive abortion or involuntary
sterilization: Provided further, That none of
the funds made available under this heading
may be used to pay for the performance of
abortion as a method of family planning or
to motivate or coerce any person to practice
abortions; and that in order to reduce reli-
ance on abortion in developing nations,
funds shall be available only to voluntary
family planning projects which offer, either
directly or through referral to, or informa-
tion about access to, a broad range of family
planning methods and services: Provided fur-
ther, That in awarding grants for natural
family planning under section 104 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 no applicant shall
be discriminated against because of such ap-
plicant’s religious or conscientious commit-
ment to offer only natural family planning;
and, additionally, all such applicants shall
comply with the requirements of the pre-
vious proviso: Provided further, That for pur-
poses of this or any other Act authorizing or ap-
propriating funds for foreign operations, export
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financing, and related programs, the term ‘‘mo-
tivate’’, as it relates to family planning assist-
ance, shall not be construed to prohibit the pro-
vision, consistent with local law, of information
or counseling about all pregnancy options in-
cluding abortion: Provided further, That noth-
ing in this paragraph shall be construed to
alter any existing statutory prohibitions
against abortion under section 104 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding section 109 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, of the funds
appropriated under this heading øand under
the heading ‘‘Development Fund for Afri-
ca’’,¿ not to exceed a total of $15,000,000 may
be transferred to ‘‘International Organiza-
tions and Programs’’ for a contribution to
the International Fund for Agricultural De-
velopment (IFAD), and that any such trans-
fer of funds shall be subject to the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations: Provided further, That
none of the funds made available under this
heading may be transferred to the Government
of Zaire.

øDEVELOPMENT FUND FOR AFRICA

øFor necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 10 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, $528,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 1997: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated by
this Act to carry out chapters 1 and 10 of
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
shall be transferred to the Government of
Zaire: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under this heading which are made
available for activities supported by the
Southern Africa Development Community
shall be made available notwithstanding sec-
tion 512 of this Act and section 620(q) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.¿

CYPRUS

Of the funds appropriated under the heading
‘‘Economic Assistance’’, not less than $15,000,000
shall be made available for Cyprus to be used
only for scholarships, bicommunal projects, and
measures aimed at reunification of the island
and designed to reduce tensions and promote
peace and cooperation between the two commu-
nities on Cyprus.

BURMA

Of the funds appropriated under the heading
‘‘Economic Assistance’’, not less than $2,000,000
shall be made available to strengthen democracy
and support humanitarian activities in Burma:
Provided, That of this amount, not less than
$200,000 shall be used to support newspapers,
publications and media activities promoting de-
mocracy inside Burma: Provided further, That
funds made available under this heading may be
made available to organizations and Burmese
student groups to expand indigenous participa-
tion in the political process, transportation,
communications, publications, administration,
and medical supplies and humanitarian serv-
ices: Provided further, That funds made avail-
able under this heading may be made available
to support activities in Burma, along the
Burma-Thailand border, and to support activi-
ties designated by this Act outside Burma: Pro-
vided further, That funds made available under
this heading may be made available notwith-
standing any other provision of law: Provided
further, That provision of such funds shall be
made available subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Appropriations Commit-
tees.

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for develop-
ment assistance may be made available to
any United States private and voluntary or-
ganization, except any cooperative develop-
ment organization, which obtains less than
20 per centum of its total annual funding for
international activities from sources other

than the United States Government: Pro-
vided, That the requirements of the provi-
sions of section 123(g) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 and the provisions on pri-
vate and voluntary organizations in title II
of the ‘‘Foreign Assistance and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1985’’ (as enacted
in Public Law 98–473) shall be superseded by
the provisions of this section, except that the
authority contained in the last sentence of sec-
tion 123(g) may be exercised by the Adminis-
trator with regard to the requirements of this
paragraph.

øFunds appropriated or otherwise made
available under title II of this Act should be
made available to private and voluntary or-
ganizations at a level which is equivalent to
the level provided in fiscal year 1995. Such
private and voluntary organizations shall in-
clude those which operate on a not-for-profit
basis, receive contributions from private
sources, receive voluntary support from the
public and are deemed to be among the most
cost-effective and successful providers of de-
velopment assistance.

øINTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

øFor necessary expenses for international
disaster relief, rehabilitation, and recon-
struction assistance pursuant to section 491
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, $200,000,000 to remain available
until expended.¿

DEBT RESTRUCTURING

øFor¿ Of the funds made available under the
heading ‘‘Economic Assistance’’, for the cost,
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, of modifying direct loans
and loan guarantees, as the President may
determine, for which funds have been appro-
priated or otherwise made available for pro-
grams within the International Affairs Budg-
et Function 150, including the cost of selling,
reducing, or canceling amounts, through
debt buybacks and swaps, øowed to the Unit-
ed States as a result of concessional loans
made to eligible Latin American and Carib-
bean countries, pursuant to part IV of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, $7,000,000¿
$15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

MICRO AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

øFor¿ Of the funds made available under the
heading ‘‘Economic Assistance’’, for the sub-
sidy cost of direct loans and loan guarantees,
$1,500,000, as authorized by section 108 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended:
Provided, That such costs shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974: Provided further, That guarantees
of loans made under this heading in support of
microenterprise activities may guarantee up to
70 percent of the prinicpal amount of any such
loans notwithstanding section 108 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961. In addition, for admin-
istrative expenses to carry out programs
under this heading, $500,000, all of which may
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for Operating Expenses of the Agen-
cy for International Development: Provided
further, That funds made available under this
heading shall remain available until September
30, 1997.

HOUSING GUARANTY PROGRAM ACCOUNT

øFor administrative expenses to carry out
guaranteed loan programs, $7,000,000, all of
which may be transferred to and merged
with the appropriation for Operating Ex-
penses of the Agency for International De-
velopment.¿

Of the funds made available under the head-
ing ‘‘Economic Assistance’’, for the subsidy cost,
as defined in section 13201 of the Budget En-
forcement Act of 1990, of guaranteed loans au-
thorized by sections 221 and 222 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, $8,000,000: Provided,

That these funds are available to subsidize loan
principal, 100 percent of which shall be guaran-
teed, pursuant to the authority of such sections:
Provided further, That the President shall enter
into commitments to guarantee such loans in the
full amount provided under this heading, sub-
ject to the availability of qualified applicants
for such guarantees: Provided further, That for
administrative expenses to carry out guaranteed
loan programs, $7,000,000, all of which may be
transferred to and merged with the appropria-
tion for Operating Expenses of the Agency for
International Development: Provided further,
That commitments to guarantee loans under this
heading may be entered into notwithstanding
the second and third sentences of section 222(a)
and, with regard to programs for Eastern Eu-
rope and programs for the benefit of South Afri-
cans disadvantaged by apartheid, section 223(j)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provided
further, That none of the funds appropriated
under this heading shall be obligated except
through the regular notification procedures of
the Committees on Appropriations.

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses for international dis-
aster relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruction
assistance pursuant to section 491 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, $175,000,000
to remain available until expended.

PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE
RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND

For payment to the ‘‘Foreign Service Re-
tirement and Disability Fund’’, as author-
ized by the Foreign Service Act of 1980,
$43,914,000.

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 667, ø$465,750,000¿
$490,000,000ø: Provided, That of this amount
not more than $1,475,000 may be made avail-
able to pay for printing costs: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated by
this Act for programs administered by the
Agency for International Development may
be used to finance printing costs of any re-
port or study (except feasibility, design, or
evaluation reports or studies) in excess of
$25,000 without the approval of the Adminis-
trator of that Agency or the Administrator’s
designee¿.

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE OF IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 667, ø$35,200,000¿
$30,200,000, which sum shall be available for
the Office of the Inspector General of the
Agency for International Development.

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND

MIDDLE EAST FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 4 of part II,
ø$2,300,000,000¿ $2,015,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 1997ø: Provided, That
any funds appropriated under this heading
that are made available for Israel shall be
made available on a grant basis as a cash
transfer and shall be disbursed within thirty
days of enactment of this Act or by October
31, 1995, whichever is later¿: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated under this heading, not
less than $1,200,000,000 shall be available only
for Israel, which sum shall be available on a
grant basis as a cash transfer and shall be dis-
bursed within thirty days of enactment of this
Act or by October 31, 1995, whichever is later:
Provided further, That not less than $815,000,000
shall be available only for Egypt, which sum
shall be provided on a grant basis, and of which
sum cash transfer assistance may be provided,
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with the understanding that Egypt will under-
take significant economic reforms which are ad-
ditional to those which were undertaken in pre-
vious fiscal years, and of which not less than
$200,000,000 shall be provided as Commodity Im-
port Program assistance: Provided further, That
in exercising the authority to provide cash
transfer assistance for Israel and Egypt, the
President shall ensure that the level of such as-
sistance does not cause an adverse impact on
the total level of nonmilitary exports from the
United States to each such country: Provided
further, That it is the sense of the Congress that
the recommended levels of assistance for Egypt
and Israel are based in great measure upon their
continued participation in the Camp David Ac-
cords and upon the Egyptian-Israeli peace trea-
tyø: Provided further, That none of the funds
appropriated under this heading shall be
made available for Zaire¿.

øINTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND

øFor necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, up to $19,600,000, which shall be
available for the United States contribution
to the International Fund for Ireland and
shall be made available in accordance with
the provisions of the Anglo-Irish Agreement
Support Act of 1986 (Public Law 99–415): Pro-
vided, That such amount shall be expended at
the minimum rate necessary to make timely
payment for projects and activities: Provided
further, That funds made available under this
heading shall remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1997.¿

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE
BALTIC STATES

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 and the Support for East European De-
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989, ø$324,000,000¿
$335,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1997, which shall be available, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, for
economic assistance and for related pro-
grams for Eastern Europe and the Baltic
States.

(b) Funds appropriated under this heading
or in prior appropriations Acts that are or
have been made available for an Enterprise
Fund may be deposited by such Fund in in-
terest-bearing accounts prior to the Fund’s
disbursement of such funds for program pur-
poses. The Fund may retain for such pro-
gram purposes any interest earned on such
deposits without returning such interest to
the Treasury of the United States and with-
out further appropriation by the Congress.
Funds made available for Enterprise Funds
shall be expended at the minimum rate nec-
essary to make timely payment for projects
and activities.

(c) Funds appropriated under this heading
shall be considered to be economic assist-
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 for purposes of making available the ad-
ministrative authorities contained in that
Act for the use of economic assistance.

ASSISTANCE FOR THE NEW INDEPENDENT
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 11 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the FREE-
DOM Support Act, for assistance for the new
independent states of the former Soviet
Union and for related programs,
ø$580,000,000¿ $705,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1997: Provided, That the
provisions of 498B(j) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 shall apply to funds appro-
priated by this paragraph.

(b) None of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be transferred to the Gov-
ernment of Russia—

(1) unless that Government is making
progress in implementing comprehensive

economic reforms based on market prin-
ciples, private ownership, negotiating repay-
ment of commercial debt, respect for com-
mercial contracts, and equitable treatment
of foreign private investment; and

(2) if that Government applies or transfers
United States assistance to any entity for
the purpose of expropriating or seizing own-
ership or control of assets, investments, or
ventures.

(c) Funds may be furnished without regard
to subsection (b) if the President determines
that to do so is in the national interest.

(d) None of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be made available to any
government of the new independent states of
the former Soviet Union if that government
directs any action in violation of the terri-
torial integrity or national sovereignty of
any other new independent stateø, such as
those violations included in Principle Six of
the Helsinki Final Act: Provided, That such
funds may be made available without regard
to the restriction in this subsection if the
President determines that to do so is in the
national security interest of the United
States: Provided further,¿: Provided, That
the restriction of this subsection shall not
apply to the use of such funds for the provi-
sion of assistance for purposes of humani-
tarian, disaster and refugee relief.

(e) None of the funds appropriated under
this heading for the new independent states
of the former Soviet Union shall be made
available for any state to enhance its mili-
tary capability: Provided, That this restriction
does not apply to demilitarization, defense con-
version or non-proliferation programs.

(f) Funds appropriated under this heading
shall be subject to the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

(g) Funds made available in this Act for as-
sistance to the new independent states of the
former Soviet Union shall be subject to the
provisions of section 117 (relating to environ-
ment and natural resources) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961.

(h) Funds appropriated under this heading
may be made available for assistance for
Mongolia.

(i) Funds made available in this Act for as-
sistance to the new independent states of the
former Soviet Union shall be provided to the
maximum extent feasible through the pri-
vate sector, including small- and medium-
size businesses, entrepreneurs, and others
with indigenous private enterprises in the re-
gion, intermediary development organiza-
tions committed to private enterprise, and
private voluntary organizations øpreviously
functioning in the new independent states¿.

ø(j) The ratio of private sector investment
(including volunteer contributions in cash or
time) to United States government assist-
ance in projects referred to in subsection (i)
shall be no less than a ratio of 1 to 1.¿

(k) Of the funds appropriated under this
heading, not less than $15,000,000 should be
available only for a family planning program
for the new independent states of the former So-
viet Union comparable to the family planning
program currently administered by the Agency
for International Development in the Central
Asian Republics and focusing on population as-
sistance which provides an alternative to abor-
tion.

(l) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or this Act, of the funds appropriated under
this heading, not less than $85,000,000 shall be
made available for programs and activities for
Armenia, of which $35,000,000 shall be available
for food, $40,000,000 shall be available for fuel,
and $10,000,000 shall be available for medical
supplies and services.

(m) Of the funds made available by this or
any other Act, not less than $30,000,000 shall be
made available for programs and activities for
Georgia.

(n) Of the funds appropriated under this
heading, not less than $225,000,000 shall be made
available for Ukraine: Provided, That of these
funds made available, not less than $3,000,000
shall be made available to assist in establishing
a commodities exchange board: Provided fur-
ther, That not less than $5,000,000 shall be made
available to support improvements in the deliv-
ery of social services: Provided further, That not
less than $20,000,000 shall be available to sup-
port the development of small and medium en-
terprises: Provided further, That not less than
$2,000,000 shall be provided to support strength-
ening in independent broadcast and print
media: Provided further, That not less than
$5,000,000 shall be available for a pilot project to
screen, diagnose, and treat Chernobyl victims
suffering from breast cancer: Provided further,
That not less than $5,000,000 shall be available
to support a joint United States-Ukraine geo-
graphic survey to determine levels of contamina-
tion caused by the Chernobyl reactor: Provided
further, That not less than $2,000,000 shall be
available to conduct an assessment of the en-
ergy distribution grid with recommendations on
improvements necessary to provide comprehen-
sive industrial, commercial and residential ac-
cess to power: Provided further, That not less
than $5,000,000 shall be made available for a
pilot project to establish a management and
market economics training partnership between
a Ukrainian university and a United States uni-
versity with demonstrated experience in Eastern
Europe or the New Independent States and an
ability to plan and direct a multi-faceted pro-
gram including business management, manufac-
turing management, market economics, and
public administration training.

(o) Of the funds made available for Ukraine,
under this Act or any other Act, not less than
$50,000,000 shall be made available to improve
nuclear energy self-sufficiency and improve
safety at nuclear reactors: Provided, That of
this amount, not less than $30,000,000 shall be
made available to provide technical assistance,
training and equipment to develop institutions
and procedures to license, purchase, transfer
and use nuclear fuel assemblies consistent with
International Atomic Energy Agency standards:
Provided further, That of this amount, not less
than $20,000,000 shall be provided for the pur-
chase, installation and training for safety pa-
rameter display systems or safety control sys-
tems at all nuclear operational nuclear reactors,
but on a priority basis at the Chernobyl facility.

(p) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or of this Act, of the funds made available
under this heading, within 30 days of enactment
of this Act, not less than $4,500,000 shall be
transferred to the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion to establish Legal Attaché offices and relat-
ed programs in Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Esto-
nia: Provided, That these funds shall support
both in country and regional law enforcement
liaison and investigation activities.

(q) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or of this Act, of the funds made available
under this heading, within 30 days of enactment
of this Act not less than $12,600,000 shall be
transferred to the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion for international training and cooperation
in Central Europe and the New Independent
States: Provided, That these funds may support
training conducted at the International Law
Enforcement Academy in Hungary, in country
training sessions in Central Europe, the Baltics,
and the New Independent States, and efforts to
establish national law enforcement institutes.

(r) Of the funds made available under this
heading, not less than $20,000,000 shall be avail-
able for hospital partnership programs.

(s) Of the funds made available under this
heading, not less than $45,000,000 shall be pro-
vided to the Western NIS Enterprise Fund.

(t) No funds may be made available under this
heading, until the Department of State Office of
the Coordinator for United States Assistance to
the New Independent States submits a report to
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the Committees on Appropriations providing a
country by country development strategy in-
cluding the type of activities planned to carry
out the strategy requirements.

(u) No funds may be made available under
this heading for Russia unless the President de-
termines and certifies in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations that the Government of
Russia has terminated all planning and imple-
mentation of arrangements to provide Iran with
technical expertise, training, technology or
equipment necessary to develop a nuclear reac-
tor or related nuclear research facilities or pro-
grams.

(v) Funds appropriated under this heading or
in prior appropriations Acts that are or have
been made available for an Enterprise Fund
may be deposited by such Fund in interest-bear-
ing accounts prior to the Funds disbursement of
such funds. The Fund may retain for program
purposes any interest earned on such deposits
without returning such interest to the Treasury
of the United States and without further appro-
priation by Congress.

(w) Of the funds made available under this
heading, not less than $15,000,000 shall be made
available to support establishing a Trans-
Caucasus Enterprise Fund.

øINDEPENDENT AGENCIES

øAFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION

øFor necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of title V of the International Se-
curity and Development Cooperation Act of
1980, Public Law 96–533, and to make such
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31
U.S.C. 9104, $11,500,000.

øINTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION

øFor expenses necessary to carry out the
functions of the Inter-American Foundation
in accordance with the provisions of section
401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969, and
to make such contracts and commitments
without regard to fiscal year limitations, as
provided by section 9104, title 31, United
States Code, $20,000,000.¿

PEACE CORPS

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Peace Corps Act (75 Stat.
612), ø$210,000,000¿ $200,000,000, including the
purchase of not to exceed five passenger
motor vehicles for administrative purposes
for use outside of the United States: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated
under this heading shall be used to pay for
abortions: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under this heading shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 1997.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 481 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, ø$113,000,000¿ $150,000,000:
Provided, That during fiscal year 1996, the
Department of State may also use the au-
thority of section 608 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, without regard to its re-
strictions, to receive non-lethal excess prop-
erty from an agency of the United States
Government for the purpose of providing it
to a foreign country under chapter 8 of part
I of that Act subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appro-
priations: Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated under this heading, not less than
$1,800,000 shall be available to establish and
maintain a Federal Bureau of Investigation
Legal Attaché office in Cairo, Egypt: Provided
further, That not less than $5,000,000 shall be
made available to the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation and the Secret Service to establish and
maintain offices in the Triborder area of Argen-
tina, Brazil and Paraguay.

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary to enable the Secretary of State to

provide, as authorized by law, a contribution
to the International Committee of the Red
Cross, assistance to refugees, including con-
tributions to the International Organization
for Migration and the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees, and other activi-
ties to meet refugee and migration needs;
salaries and expenses of personnel and depend-
ents as authorized by the Foreign Service Act of
1980; salaries and expenses of personnel as-
signed to the bureau charged with carrying out
the Migrations and Refugee Assistance Act; al-
lowances as authorized by sections 5921 through
5925 of title 5, United States Code, purchase
and hire of passenger motor vehicles; and
services as authorized by section 3109 of title
5, United States Code, $671,000,000: Provided,
That not more than $12,000,000 shall be avail-
able for administrative expensesø: Provided,
That, one of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be available for salaries
and expenses of personnel assigned to the bu-
reau charged with carrying out the Migra-
tion and Refugee Assistance Actø: Provided
further, That not less than $80,000,000 shall be
made available for refugees from the former So-
viet Union and Eastern Europe and other refu-
gees resettling in Israel.

øREFUGEE RESETTLEMENT ASSISTANCE

øFor necessary expenses for the targeted
assistance program authorized by title IV of
the Immigration and Nationality Act and
section 501 of the Refugee Education Assist-
ance Act of 1980 and administered by the Of-
fice of Refugee Resettlement of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, in addi-
tion to amounts otherwise available for such
purposes, $5,000,000.¿

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 2(c) of the Migration
and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 260(c)), $50,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That the funds made available under this
heading are appropriated notwithstanding
the provisions contained in section 2(c)(2) of
the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of
1962 which would limit the amount of funds
which could be appropriated for this purpose.

ANTI-TERRORISM ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of chapter 8 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, ø$17,000,000¿
$15,000,000.

NONPROLIFERATION AND DISARMAMENT FUND

For necessary expenses for a ‘‘Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund’’,
$20,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to promote bilateral and multilat-
eral activities: Provided, That such funds
may be used pursuant to the authorities con-
tained in section 504 of the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act: Provided further, That such funds
may also be used for such countries other
than the new independent states of the
former Soviet Union and international orga-
nizations when it is in the national security
interest of the United States to do so: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated under
this heading may be made available notwith-
standing any other provision of law: Provided
further, That funds appropriated under this
heading shall be subject to the regular noti-
fication procedures of the Committees on
Appropriations.

TITLE III—MILITARY ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 541 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, ø$39,000,000¿ $19,000,000:
Provided, That up to $100,000 of the funds ap-

propriated under this heading may be made
available for grant financed military edu-
cation and training for any high income
country on the condition that that country
agrees to fund from its own resources the
transportation cost and living allowances of
its students: Provided further, That the civil-
ian personnel for whom military education
and training may be provided under this
heading may also include members of na-
tional legislatures who are responsible for
the oversight and management of the mili-
tary, and may also include individuals who
are not members of a government: Provided
further, That none of the funds appropriated
under this heading shall be available for
Zaire and Guatemalaø: Provided further, That
funds appropriated under this heading for
grant financed military education and train-
ing for Indonesia and Guatemala may only
be available for expanded military education
and training¿.

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for grants to en-
able the President to carry out the provi-
sions of section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, ø$3,211,279,000¿ $3,207,500,000: øPro-
vided, That funds appropriated by this para-
graph that are made available for Israel and
Egypt shall be made available only as
grants: Provided further, That the funds ap-
propriated by this paragraph that are made
available for Israel shall be disbursed within
thirty days of enactment of this Act or by
October 31, 1995, whichever is later: Provided
further, That to the extent that the Govern-
ment of Israel requests that funds be used for
such purposes, grants made available for Is-
rael by this paragraph shall, as agreed by Is-
rael and the United States, be available for
advanced weapons systems, of which not to
exceed $475,000,000 shall be available for the
procurement in Israel of defense articles and
defense services, including research and de-
velopment: Provided further, That funds made
available under this paragraph shall be
nonrepayable notwithstanding any require-
ment in section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act:¿ Provided, That of the funds appro-
priated by this paragraph not less than
$1,800,000,000 shall be available for grants only
for Israel, and not less than $1,300,000,000 shall
be available for grants only for Egypt: Provided
further, That the funds appropriated by this
paragraph for Israel shall be disbursed within
thirty days of enactment of this Act or by Octo-
ber 31, 1995, whichever is later: Provided fur-
ther, That to the extent that the Government of
Israel requests that funds be used for such pur-
poses, grants made available for Israel by this
paragraph shall, as agreed by Israel and the
United States, be available for advanced fighter
aircraft programs or for other advanced weap-
ons systems, as follows: (1) up to $150,000,000
shall be available for research and development
in the United States; and (2) not less than
$475,000,000 shall be available for the procure-
ment in Israel of defense articles and defense
services, including research and development:
Provided further, That funds made available
under this paragraph shall be nonrepayable
notwithstanding any requirement in section 23
of the Arms Export Control Act: Provided fur-
ther, That, for the purpose only of providing
support for the Warsaw Initiative Program, of
the funds appropriated by this Act under the
headings ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe and
the Baltic States’’ and ‘‘Assistance for the New
Independent States of the Former Soviet
Union’’, up to a total of $20,000,000 may be
transferred, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, to the funds appropriated under
this paragraph: Provided further, That none of
the funds made available under this heading
shall be available for any non-NATO country
participating in the Partnership for Peace
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Program except through the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of di-
rect loans authorized by section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act as follows: cost of
direct loans, $64,400,000: Provided, That these
funds are available to subsidize gross obliga-
tions for the principal amount of direct loans
of not to exceed $544,000,000: Provided further,
That the rate of interest charged on such
loans shall be not less than the current aver-
age market yield on outstanding marketable
obligations of the United States of com-
parable maturities: Provided further, That
funds appropriated under this heading shall
be made available for Greece and Turkey
only on a loan basis, and the principal
amount of direct loans for each country shall
not exceed the following: $224,000,000 only for
Greece and øshall not exceed¿ $320,000,000
only for Turkey.

None of the funds made available under
this heading shall be available to finance the
procurement of defense articles, defense
services, or design and construction services
that are not sold by the United States Gov-
ernment under the Arms Export Control Act
unless the foreign country proposing to
make such procurements has first signed an
agreement with the United States Govern-
ment specifying the conditions under which
such procurements may be financed with
such funds: Provided, That all country and
funding level increases in allocations shall
be submitted through the regular notifica-
tion procedures of section 515 of this Act:
Provided further, That funds made available
under this heading shall be obligated upon
apportionment in accordance with paragraph
(5)(C) of title 31, United States Code, section
1501(a): Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated under this heading shall
be available for Zaire, Sudan, Peru, Liberia,
and Guatemala: Provided further, That none
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available for use under this heading may be
made available for Colombia or Bolivia until
the Secretary of State certifies that such
funds will be used by such country primarily
for counternarcotics activities: Provided fur-
ther, That funds made available under this
heading may be used, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, for demining activi-
ties, and may include activities implemented
through nongovernmental and international
organizations: Provided further, That not
more than $100,000,000 of the funds made
available under this heading shall be avail-
able for use in financing the procurement of
defense articles, defense services, or design
and construction services that are not sold
by the United States Government under the
Arms Export Control Act to countries other
than Israel and Egypt: Provided further, That
only those countries for which assistance
was justified for the ‘‘Foreign Military Sales
Financing Program’’ in the fiscal year 1989
congressional presentation for security as-
sistance programs may utilize funds made
available under this heading for procurement
of defense articles, defense services or design
and construction services that are not sold
by the United States Government under the
Arms Export Control Act: Provided further,
That, subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions, funds made available under this head-
ing for the cost of direct loans may also be
used to supplement the funds available under
this heading for grants, and funds made
available under this heading for grants may
also be used to supplement the funds avail-
able under this heading for the cost of direct
loans: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be expended
at the minimum rate necessary to make

timely payment for defense articles and
services: Provided further, That the Depart-
ment of Defense shall conduct during the
current fiscal year nonreimbursable audits of
private firms whose contracts are made di-
rectly with foreign governments and are fi-
nanced with funds made available under this
heading (as well as subcontractors there-
under) as requested by the Defense Security
Assistance Agency: Provided further, That
not more than ø$24,000,000¿ $22,500,000 of the
funds appropriated under this heading may
be obligated for necessary expenses, includ-
ing the purchase of passenger motor vehicles
for replacement only for use outside of the
United States, for the general costs of ad-
ministering military assistance and sales:
Provided further, That not more than
$355,000,000 of funds realized pursuant to sec-
tion 21(e)(1)(A) of the Arms Export Control
Act may be obligated for expenses incurred
by the Department of Defense during fiscal
year 1996 pursuant to section 43(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, except that this
limitation may be exceeded only through the
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 551 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, ø$68,300,000¿ $72,033,000:
Provided, That none of the funds appropriated
under this paragraph shall be obligated or ex-
pended except as provided through the regular
notification procedures of the Committees on
Appropriations.

TITLE IV—MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL BANK
FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

For payment to the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, for the United States
share of the paid-in share portion of the in-
creases in capital stock for the General Cap-
ital Increase, ø$23,009,000¿ $28,189,963, to re-
main available until expended.

For payment to the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, for the United States
contribution to the Global Environment Fa-
cility (GEF), ø$30,000,000¿ $50,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 1997.

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment may subscribe without fiscal year
limitation to the callable capital portion of
the United States share of increases in cap-
ital stock in an amount not to exceed
ø$743,900,000¿ $911,475,013.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

For payment to the International Develop-
ment Association by the Secretary of the
Treasury, ø$575,000,000¿ $775,000,000, for the
United States contribution to the tenth re-
plenishment, to remain available until ex-
pended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCE
CORPORATION

For payment to the International Finance
Corporation by the Secretary of the Treasury,
$67,550,000, for the United States share of the in-
crease in subscriptions to capital stock, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That
of the amount appropriated under this heading
not more than $5,269,000 may be expended for
the purchase of such stock in fiscal year 1996.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

For payment to the Inter-American Devel-
opment Bank by the Secretary of the Treas-

ury, for the United States share of the paid-
in share portion of the increase in capital
stock, ø$25,950,000¿ $25,952,110, and for the
United States share of the increase in the re-
sources of the Fund for Special Operations,
$20,000,000, to remain available until expended.

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Inter-
American Development Bank may subscribe
without fiscal year limitation to the callable
capital portion of the United States share of
such capital stock in an amount not to ex-
ceed ø$1,523,000,000¿ $1,523,767,142.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ENTERPRISE FOR THE
AMERICAS MULTILATERAL INVESTMENT FUND

For payment to the Enterprise for the Ameri-
cas Multilateral Investment Fund by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, for the United States
contribution to the Fund to be administered by
the Inter-American Development Bank,
$70,000,000 to remain available until expended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT
BANK

For payment to the Asian Development
Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury for
the United States share of the paid-in por-
tion of the increase in capital stock,
ø$13,200,000¿ $13,221,596, to remain available
until expended.

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Asian
Development Bank may subscribe without
fiscal year limitation to the callable capital
portion of the United States share of such
capital stock in an amount not to exceed
ø$647,000,000¿ $647,858,204.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT
FUND

For the United States contribution by the
Secretary of the Treasury to the increases in
resources of the Asian Development Fund,
as authorized by the Asian Development
Bank Act, as amended (Public Law 89–369),
ø$100,000,000¿ $110,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE EUROPEAN BANK FOR
RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

For payment to the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, ø$69,180,000¿
$70,000,000, for the United States share of the
paid-in share portion of the initial capital
subscription, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the amount appro-
priated under this heading not more than
$54,600,000 may be expended for the purchase
of such stock in fiscal year 1996.

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment may subscribe without fiscal year limi-
tation to the callable capital portion of the
United States share of such capital stock in
an amount not to exceed ø$161,400,000¿
$163,333,333.

øNORTH AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

øFor payment to the North American De-
velopment Bank by the Secretary of the
Treasury, for the United States share of the
paid-in portion of the capital stock,
$56,250,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

øLIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

øThe United States Governor of the North
American Development Bank may subscribe
without fiscal year limitation to the callable
capital portion of the United States share of
the capital stock of the North American De-
velopment Bank in an amount not to exceed
$318,750,000.¿
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 301 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and of section 2 of the
United Nations Environment Program Par-
ticipation Act of 1973, ø$155,000,000¿
$260,000,000: Provided, That none of the funds
appropriated under this heading shall be
made available for the United Nations Fund
for Science and Technology: Provided further,
That funds appropriated under this heading
may be made available for the International
Atomic Energy Agency only if the Secretary
of State determines (and so reports to the
Congress) that Israel is not being denied its
right to participate in the activities of that
Agency: Provided further, That any reduction
in the amounts made available under this head-
ing for each of the United Nations Development
Program, the United Nations Children’s Fund,
the United Nations Environment Program, and
the International Atomic Energy Agency, from
the amounts made available under this heading
for such organizations for fiscal year 1995, shall
not exceed the percentage by which the total
amount appropriated under this heading is re-
duced from the total amount appropriated under
this heading for fiscal year 1995: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated
under this heading that are made available
to the United Nations Population Fund
(UNFPA) shall be made available for activi-
ties in the People’s Republic of China: Pro-
vided further, That not more than
ø$25,000,000¿ $35,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated under this heading may be made
available to the UNFPA: Provided further,
That not more than one-half of this amount
may be provided to UNFPA before March 1,
1996, and that no later than February 15, 1996,
the Secretary of State shall submit a report
to the Committees on Appropriations indi-
cating the amount UNFPA is budgeting for
the People’s Republic of China in 1996: Pro-
vided further, That any amount UNFPA plans
to spend in the People’s Republic of China in
1996 above $7,000,000, shall be deducted from
the amount of funds provided to UNFPA
after March 1, 1996 pursuant to the previous
provisos: Provided further, That with respect
to any funds appropriated under this heading
that are made available to UNFPA, UNFPA
shall be required to maintain such funds in a
separate account and not commingle them
with any other fundsø: Provided further, That
up to $13,000,000 may be made available to
the Korean Peninsula Energy Development
Organization (KEDO) for administrative ex-
penses and heavy fuel oil costs associated
with the Framework Agreement: Provided
further, That additional funds may be made
available to KEDO subject to the regular no-
tification procedures of the Committees on
Appropriations¿.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
OBLIGATIONS DURING LAST MONTH OF

AVAILABILITY

SEC. 501. Except for the appropriations en-
titled ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’,
and ‘‘United States Emergency Refugee and
Migration Assistance Fund’’, not more than
15 per centum of any appropriation item
made available by this Act shall be obligated
during the last month of availability.

PROHIBITION OF BILATERAL FUNDING FOR
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

SEC. 502. None of the funds contained in
title II of this Act may be used to carry out
the provisions of section 209(d) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961.

LIMITATION ON RESIDENCE EXPENSES

SEC. 503. Of the funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed
$126,500 shall be for official residence ex-
penses of the Agency for International De-
velopment during the current fiscal year:

Provided, That appropriate steps shall be
taken to assure that, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, United States-owned foreign
currencies are utilized in lieu of dollars.

LIMITATION ON EXPENSES

SEC. 504. Of the funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act, ønot to ex-
ceed $5,000¿ no funds shall be for entertain-
ment expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development during the current fis-
cal year.

LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATIONAL
ALLOWANCES

SEC. 505. Of the funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed
$95,000 shall be available for representation
allowances for the Agency for International
Development during the current fiscal year:
Provided, That appropriate steps shall be
taken to assure that, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, United States-owned foreign
currencies are utilized in lieu of dollars: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds made avail-
able by this Act for general costs of admin-
istering military assistance and sales under
the heading ‘‘Foreign Military Financing
Program’’, ønot to exceed $2,000¿ no funds
shall be available for entertainment ex-
penses and not to exceed $50,000 shall be
available for representation allowances: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds made avail-
able by this Act under the heading ‘‘Inter-
national Military Education and Training’’,
not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for
entertainment allowances: Provided further,
That of the funds made available by this Act
for the Inter-American Foundation, no funds
shall be available for entertainment and not to
exceed $2,000 shall be available for øenter-
tainment and¿ representation allowances:
Provided further, That of the funds made
available by this Act for the Peace Corps,
ønot to exceed a total of $4,000¿ no funds
shall be available for entertainment ex-
penses: Provided further, That of the funds
made available by this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘Trade and Development Agency’’, no
funds shall be available for entertainment and
not to exceed $2,000 shall be available for rep-
resentation øand entertainment¿ allowances.

PROHIBITION ON FINANCING NUCLEAR GOODS

SEC. 506. None of the funds appropriated or
made available (other than funds for ‘‘Inter-
national Organizations and Programs’’) pur-
suant to this Act, for carrying out the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, may be used, ex-
cept for purposes of nuclear safety, to fi-
nance the export of nuclear equipment, fuel,
or technology.

PROHIBITION AGAINST DIRECT FUNDING FOR
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 507. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance
directly any assistance or reparations to
Cuba, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Iran, Serbia,
Sudan, or Syria: Provided, That for purposes
of this section, the prohibition on obliga-
tions or expenditures shall include direct
loans, credits, insurance and guarantees of
the Export-Import Bank or its agents.

MILITARY COUPS

SEC. 508. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance
directly any assistance to any country whose
duly elected Head of Government is deposed
by military coup or decree: Provided, That
assistance may be resumed to such country
if the President determines and reports to
the Committees on Appropriations that sub-
sequent to the termination of assistance a
democratically elected government has
taken office.

TRANSFERS BETWEEN ACCOUNTS

SEC. 509. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be obligated under an appro-
priation account to which they were not ap-
propriated, except for transfers specifically
provided for in this Act, unless the Presi-
dent, prior to the exercise of any authority
contained in the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 to transfer funds, consults with and pro-
vides a written policy justification to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided,
That the exercise of such authority shall be
subject to the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations,
except for transfers specifically referred to
in this Act.

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY

SEC. 510. (a) Amounts certified pursuant to
section 1311 of the Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1955, as having been obligated
against appropriations heretofore made
under the authority of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 for the same general purpose
as any of the headings under title II of this
Act are, if deobligated, hereby continued
available for the same period as the respec-
tive appropriations under such headings or
until September 30, 1996, whichever is later,
and for the same general purpose, and for
countries within the same region as origi-
nally obligated: Provided, That the Appro-
priations Committees of both Houses of the
Congress are notified fifteen days in advance
of the deobligation and reobligation of such
funds in accordance with regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

(b) Obligated balances of funds appropriated
to carry out section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act as of the end of the fiscal year imme-
diately preceding the current fiscal year are, if
deobligated, hereby continued available during
the current fiscal year for the same purpose
under any authority applicable to such appro-
priations under this Act: Provided, That the au-
thority of this subsection may not be used in fis-
cal year 1996.

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS

SEC. 511. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation after the expiration of the current
fiscal year unless expressly so provided in
this Act: Provided, That funds appropriated
for the purposes of chapters 1, 8 and 11 of
part I, section 667, and chapter 4 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and funds provided under the head-
ing ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe and the
Baltic States’’, shall remain available until
expended if such funds are initially obligated
before the expiration of their respective peri-
ods of availability contained in this Act: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, any funds made
available for the purposes of chapter 1 of
part I and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 which are allocated or
obligated for cash disbursements in order to
address balance of payments or economic
policy reform objectives, shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That
the report required by section 653(a) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall des-
ignate for each country, to the extent known
at the time of submission of such report,
those funds allocated for cash disbursement
for balance of payment and economic policy
reform purposes.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES IN
DEFAULT

SEC. 512. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used to furnish as-
sistance to any country which is in default
during a period in excess of one calendar
year in payment to the United States of
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principal or interest on any loan made to
such country by the United States pursuant
to a program for which funds are appro-
priated under this Act: Provided, That this
section and section 620(q) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 shall not apply to funds
made available in this Act or during the cur-
rent fiscal year for Nicaragua, and for any
narcotics-related assistance for Colombia,
Bolivia, and Peru authorized by the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 or the Arms Export
Control Act.

COMMERCE AND TRADE

SEC. 513. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or made available pursuant to this Act for
direct assistance and none of the funds oth-
erwise made available pursuant to this Act
to the Export-Import Bank and the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation shall be ob-
ligated or expended to finance any loan, any
assistance or any other financial commit-
ments for establishing or expanding produc-
tion of any commodity for export by any
country other than the United States, if the
commodity is likely to be in surplus on
world markets at the time the resulting pro-
ductive capacity is expected to become oper-
ative and if the assistance will cause sub-
stantial injury to United States producers of
the same, similar, or competing commodity:
Provided, That such prohibition shall not
apply to the Export-Import Bank if in the
judgment of its Board of Directors the bene-
fits to industry and employment in the Unit-
ed States are likely to outweigh the injury
to United States producers of the same, simi-
lar, or competing commodity, and the Chair-
man of the Board so notifies the Committees on
Appropriations.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
or any other Act to carry out chapter 1 of
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
shall be available for any testing or breeding
feasibility study, variety improvement or in-
troduction, consultancy, publication, con-
ference, or training in connection with the
growth or production in a foreign country of
an agricultural commodity for export which
would compete with a similar commodity
grown or produced in the United States: Pro-
vided, That this subsection shall not pro-
hibit—

(1) activities designed to increase food se-
curity in developing countries where such
activities will not have a significant impact
in the export of agricultural commodities of
the United States; or

(2) research activities intended primarily
to benefit American producers.

SURPLUS COMMODITIES

SEC. 514. The Secretary of the Treasury
shall instruct the United States Executive
Directors of the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the
International Finance Corporation, the
Inter-American Development Bank, the
International Monetary Fund, the Asian De-
velopment Bank, the Inter-American Invest-
ment Corporation, the North American De-
velopment Bank, the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the African
Development Bank, and the African Develop-
ment Fund to use the voice and vote of the
United States to oppose any assistance by
these institutions, using funds appropriated
or made available pursuant to this Act, for
the production or extraction of any commod-
ity or mineral for export, if it is in surplus
on world markets and if the assistance will
cause substantial injury to United States
producers of the same, similar, or competing
commodity.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 515. For the purposes of providing the
Executive Branch with the necessary admin-

istrative flexibility, none of the funds made
available under this Act for ø‘‘Child Survival
and Disease Programs Fund’’, ‘‘Development
Assistance Fund’’, ‘‘Development Fund for
Africa’’,¿ ‘‘Economic Assistance’’, ‘‘Inter-
national organizations and programs’’,
‘‘Trade and Development Agency’’, ‘‘Inter-
national narcotics control’’, ‘‘Assistance for
Eastern Europe and the Baltic States’’, ‘‘As-
sistance for the New Independent States of
the Former Soviet Union’’, ø‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’,¿ ‘‘Peacekeeping operations’’,
‘‘Operating expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development’’, ‘‘Operating expenses
of the Agency for International Development
Office of Inspector General’’, ‘‘Nonprolifera-
tion and Disarmament Fund’’, ‘‘Anti-terror-
ism assistance’’, ‘‘Foreign Military Financ-
ing Program’’, ‘‘International military edu-
cation and training’’, ø‘‘Inter-American
Foundation’’, ‘‘African Development Foun-
dation’’,¿ ‘‘Peace Corps’’, ‘‘Middle East Fund’’
or ‘‘Migration and refugee assistance’’, øor
‘‘United States Emergency Refugee and Mi-
gration Assistance Fund’’,¿ shall be avail-
able for obligation for activities, programs,
projects, type of materiel assistance, coun-
tries, or other operations not justified or in
excess of the amount justified to the Appro-
priations Committees for obligation under
any of these specific headings unless the Ap-
propriations Committees of both Houses of
Congress are previously notified fifteen days
in advance: Provided, That the President
shall not enter into any commitment of
funds appropriated for the purposes of sec-
tion 23 of the Arms Export Control Act for
the provision of major defense equipment,
other than conventional ammunition, or
other major defense items defined to be air-
craft, ships, missiles, or combat vehicles, not
previously justified to Congress or 20 per
centum in excess of the quantities justified
to Congress unless the Committees on Ap-
propriations are notified fifteen days in ad-
vance of such commitment: Provided further,
That this section shall not apply to any
reprogramming for an activity, program, or
project under chapter 1 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 of less than ø20¿
10 per centum of the amount previously jus-
tified to the Congress for obligation for such
activity, program, or project for the current
fiscal year: Provided further, That the re-
quirements of this section or any similar
provision of this Act or any prior Act requir-
ing notification in accordance with the regu-
lar notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations may be waived if fail-
ure to do so would pose a substantial risk to
human health or welfare: Provided further,
That in case of any such waiver, notification
to the Congress, or the appropriate congres-
sional committees, shall be provided as early
as practicable, but in no event later than
three days after taking the action to which
such notification requirement was applica-
ble, in the context of the circumstances ne-
cessitating such waiver: Provided further,
That any notification provided pursuant to
such a waiver shall contain an explanation of
the emergency circumstances.

Drawdowns made pursuant to section
506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
shall be subject to the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

SEC. 516. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law or of this Act, none of the funds
provided for ‘‘International Organizations
and Programs’’ shall be available for the
United States proportionate share, in ac-
cordance with section 307(c) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, for any programs
identified in section 307, or for Libya, Iran,

or, at the discretion of the President, Com-
munist countries listed in section 620(f) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended: Provided, That, subject to the regu-
lar notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations, funds appropriated
under this Act or any previously enacted Act
making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related pro-
grams, which are returned or not made avail-
able for organizations and programs because
of the implementation of this section or any
similar provision of law, shall remain avail-
able for obligation through September 30,
1997.

ECONOMIC øSUPPORT FUND¿ ASSISTANCE FOR
ISRAEL

SEC. 517. The Congress finds that progress
on the peace process in the Middle East is vi-
tally important to United States security in-
terests in the region. The Congress recog-
nizes that, in fulfilling its obligations under
the Treaty of Peace Between the Arab Re-
public of Egypt and the State of Israel, done
at Washington on March 26, 1979, Israel in-
curred severe economic burdens. Further-
more, the Congress recognizes that an eco-
nomically and militarily secure Israel serves
the security interests of the United States,
for a secure Israel is an Israel which has the
incentive and confidence to continue pursu-
ing the peace process. Therefore, the Con-
gress declares that, subject to the availabil-
ity of appropriations, it is the policy and the
intention of the United States that the funds
provided in annual appropriations for øthe
Economic Support Fund¿ economic assistance
which are allocated to Israel shall not be less
than the annual debt repayment (interest
and principal) from Israel to the United
States Government in recognition that such
a principle serves United States interests in
the region.
PROHIBITION øCONCERNING ABORTIONS¿ ON

FUNDING FOR ABORTIONS AND INVOLUNTARY
STERILIZATION

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available
to carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, may be used to pay
for the performance of abortions as a method
of family planning or to motivate or coerce
any person to practice abortions. None of the
funds made available to carry out part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, may be used to pay for the per-
formance of involuntary sterilization as a
method of family planning or to coerce or
provide any financial incentive to any person
to undergo sterilizations. None of the funds
made available to carry out part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
may be used to pay for any biomedical re-
search which relates in whole or in part, to
methods of, or the performance of, abortions
or involuntary sterilization as a means of
family planning. None of the funds made
available to carry out part I of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be
obligated or expended for any country or or-
ganization if the President certifies that the
use of these funds by any such country or or-
ganization would violate any of the above
provisions related to abortions and involun-
tary sterilizations: Provided, That in deter-
mining eligibility for assistance from funds ap-
propriated to carry out section 104 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, nongovernmental
and multilateral organizations shall not be sub-
jected to requirements more restrictive than the
requirements applicable to foreign governments
for such assistance: Provided further, That none
of the funds made available under this Act may
be used to lobby for or against abortion.

REPORTING REQUIREMENT

SEC. 519. The President shall submit to the
Committees on Appropriations the reports
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required by section 25(a)(1) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act.

SPECIAL NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 520. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be obligated or expended for
Colombia, Dominican Republic, Guatemala,
Haiti, øIndonesia,¿ Liberia, Nicaragua, Paki-
stan, Peru, øRussia,¿ Sudan, or Zaire except
as provided through the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions: Provided, That this section shall not
apply to funds appropriated by this Act to
carry out the provisions of chapter 1 of part
I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that
are made available for øIndonesia and¿ Nica-
ragua.

DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND
ACTIVITY

SEC. 521. For the purpose of this Act, ‘‘pro-
gram, project, and activity’’ shall be defined
at the Appropriations Act account level and
shall include all Appropriations and Author-
izations Acts earmarks, ceilings, and limita-
tions with the exception that for the follow-
ing accounts: Economic Support Fund and
Foreign Military Financing Program, ‘‘pro-
gram, project, and activity’’ shall also be
considered to include country, regional, and
central program level funding within each
such account; for the development assistance
accounts of the Agency for International De-
velopment ‘‘program, project, and activity’’
shall also be considered to include central
program level funding, either as (1) justified
to the Congress, or (2) allocated by the exec-
utive branch in accordance with a report, to
be provided to the Committees on Appropria-
tions within thirty days of enactment of this
Act, as required by section 653(a) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961.

FAMILY PLANNING, CHILD SURVIVAL AND AIDS
ACTIVITIES

SEC. 522. Up to $8,000,000 of the funds made
available by this Act for assistance for fam-
ily planning, health, child survival, and
AIDS, may be used to reimburse United
States Government agencies, agencies of
State governments, institutions of higher
learning, and private and voluntary organi-
zations for the full cost of individuals (in-
cluding for the personal services of such indi-
viduals) detailed or assigned to, or con-
tracted by, as the case may be, the Agency
for International Development for the pur-
pose of carrying out family planning activi-
ties, child survival activities and activities
relating to research on, and the treatment
and control of, acquired immune deficiency
syndrome in developing countries: Provided,
That funds appropriated by this Act that are
made available for child survival activities
or activities relating to research on, and the
treatment and control of, acquired immune
deficiency syndrome may be made available
notwithstanding any provision of law that
restricts assistance to foreign countries: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated by this
Act that are made available for family plan-
ning activities may be made available not-
withstanding section 512 of this Act and sec-
tion 620(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961.

PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FUNDING TO
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 523. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated to finance indirectly
any assistance or reparations to Cuba, Iraq,
Libya, Iran, Syria, North Korea, or the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, unless the President
of the United States certifies that the with-
holding of these funds is contrary to the na-
tional security interest of the United States.

RECIPROCAL LEASING

SEC. 524. Section 61(a) of the Arms Export
Control Act is amended by striking out
‘‘1995’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1996’’.
NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT

SEC. 525. Prior to providing excess Depart-
ment of Defense articles in accordance with
section 516(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, the Department of Defense shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations to
the same extent and under the same condi-
tions as are other committees pursuant to
subsection (c) of that section: Provided, That
before issuing a letter of offer to sell excess
defense articles under the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, the Department of Defense shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations in ac-
cordance with the regular notification proce-
dures of such Committees: Provided further,
That such Committees shall also be informed
of the original acquisition cost of such de-
fense articles.

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT

SEC. 526. Funds appropriated by this Act
may be obligated and expended øsubject to¿
notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 91–
672 and section 15 of the State Department
Basic Authorities Act of 1956.
OPPOSITION TO ASSISTANCE TO TERRORIST

COUNTRIES BY INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTIONS

SEC. 527. (a) INSTRUCTIONS FOR UNITED
STATES EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall instruct the
United States Executive Director of each
international financial institution des-
ignated in subsection (b), and the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Devel-
opment shall instruct the United States Ex-
ecutive Director of the International Fund
for Agriculture Development, to use the
voice and vote of the United States to oppose
any loan or other use of the funds of the re-
spective institution to or for a country for
which the Secretary of State has made a de-
termination under section 6(j) of the Export
Administration Act of 1979.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘international financial insti-
tution’’ includes—

(1) the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, the International De-
velopment Association, and the Inter-
national Monetary Fund; and

(2) wherever applicable, the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank, the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, the African Development Bank,
the African Development Fund, and the Eu-
ropean Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment.

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO
TERRORIST COUNTRIES

SEC. 527A. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds appropriated for bilateral
assistance under any heading of this Act and
funds appropriated under any such heading in
a provision of law enacted prior to enactment of
this Act, shall not be made available to any
country which the President determines—

(1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to any
individual or group which has committed an act
of international terrorism, or

(2) otherwise supports international terrorism.
(b) The President may waive the application

of subsection (a) to a country if the President
determines that national security or humani-
tarian reasons justify such waiver. The Presi-
dent shall publish each waiver in the Federal
Register and, at least fifteen days before the
waiver takes effect, shall notify the Committees
on Appropriations of the waiver (including the
justification for the waiver) in accordance with
the regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

COMMERCIAL LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 528. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, and subject to the regular notifi-

cation requirements of the Committees on
Appropriations, the authority of section
23(a) of the Arms Export Control Act may be
used to provide financing to øIsrael and¿ Is-
rael, Egypt and NATO and major non-NATO
allies for the procurement by leasing (includ-
ing leasing with an option to purchase) of de-
fense articles from United States commer-
cial suppliers, not including Major Defense
Equipment (other than helicopters and other
types of aircraft having possible civilian ap-
plication), if the President determines that
there are compelling foreign policy or na-
tional security reasons for those defense ar-
ticles being provided by commercial lease
rather than by government-to-government
sale under such Act.

COMPETITIVE INSURANCE

SEC. 528A. All Agency for International Devel-
opment contracts and solicitations, and sub-
contracts entered into under such contracts,
shall include a clause requiring that United
States insurance companies have a fair oppor-
tunity to bid for insurance when such insurance
is necessary or appropriate.

øSTINGERS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION

øSEC. 529. Except as provided in section 581
of the Foreign Operations, Export Financing,
and Related Programs Appropriations Act,
1990, the United States may not sell or other-
wise make available any Stingers to any
country bordering the Persian Gulf under
the Arms Export Control Act or chapter 2 of
part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961.¿

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 530. In order to enhance the continued
participation of nongovernmental organiza-
tions in economic assistance activities under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, including
endowments, debt-for-development and debt-
for-nature exchanges, a nongovernmental or-
ganization which is a grantee or contractor
of the Agency for International Development
may place in interest bearing accounts funds
made available under this Act or prior Acts
or local currencies which accrue to that or-
ganization as a result of economic assistance
provided under title II of this Act and any
interest earned on such investment may be
used for the purpose for which the assistance
was provided to that organization.

øLOCATION OF STOCKPILES

øSEC. 531. Section 514(b)(2) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by striking
out ‘‘a total of $200,000,000 for stockpiles in
Israel for fiscal years 1994 and 1995, up to
$40,000,000 may be made available for stock-
piles in the Republic of Korea, and up to
$10,000,000 may be made available for stock-
piles in Thailand for fiscal year 1995.’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘$200,000,000 for stock-
piles in Israel, $40,000,000 for stockpiles in the
Republic of Korea and $10,000,000 for stock-
piles in Thailand for fiscal year 1996’’.¿

COMPETITIVE PRICING FOR SALES OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES

SEC. 531A. (a) COSTING BASIS.—Section 22 of
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2762) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(d) COMPETITIVE PRICING.—Procurement
contracts made in implementation of sales under
this section for defense articles and defense
services wholly paid for funds made available
on a nonrepayable basis shall be priced on the
same costing basis with regard to profit, over-
head, independent research and development,
bid and proposal, and other costing elements, as
is applicable to procurements of like items pur-
chased by the Department of Defense for its own
use.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTING REG-
ULATIONS.—Section 22(d) of the Arms Export
Control Act, as added by subsection (a)—

(1) shall take effect on the 60th day following
the date of the enactment of this Act;
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(2) shall be applicable only to contracts made

in implementation of sales made after such ef-
fective date; and

(3) shall be implemented by revised procure-
ment regulations, which shall be issued prior to
such effective date.

STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 531B. (a) LIMITATION ON VALUE OF ADDI-
TIONS.—Section 514(b)(1) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(1)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘or in the implementation
of agreements with Israel’’ after ‘‘North Atlantic
Treaty Organization’’.

(b) ADDITIONS IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND
1997.—Section 514(b)(2) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2321h(b)(2)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2)(A) The value of such additions to stock-
piles of defense articles in foreign countries
shall not exceed $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997.

‘‘(B) Of the amount specified in subparagraph
(A) for each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
not more than $40,000,000 may be made available
for stockpiles in the Republic of Korea and not
more than $10,000,000 may be made available for
stockpiles in Thailand.’’.

(c) LOCATION OF STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE AU-
THORITIES.—Section 514(c) of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2321h(c)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) LOCATION OF STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES.—

‘‘(1) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), no stockpile of defense articles may be
located outside the boundaries of a United
States military base or a military base used pri-
marily by the United States.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply with respect to stockpiles of defense arti-
cles located in the Republic of Korea, Thailand,
any country that is a member of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization, any country that is
a major non-NATO ally, or any other country
the President may designate. At least 15 days
before designating a country pursuant to the
last clause of the preceding sentence, the Presi-
dent shall notify the congressional committees
specified in section 634A(a) in accordance with
the procedures applicable to reprogramming no-
tifications under that section.’’.

SEPARATE ACCOUNTS

SEC. 532. (a) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR
LOCAL CURRENCIES.—(1) If assistance is fur-
nished to the government of a foreign coun-
try under chapters 1 and 10 of part I or chap-
ter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 under agreements which result in the
generation of local currencies of that coun-
try, the Administrator of the Agency for
International Development shall—

(A) require that local currencies be depos-
ited in a separate account established by
that government;

(B) enter into an agreement with that gov-
ernment which sets forth—

(i) the amount of the local currencies to be
generated, and

(ii) the terms and conditions under which
the currencies so deposited may be utilized,
consistent with this section; and

(C) establish by agreement with that gov-
ernment the responsibilities of the Agency
for International Development and that gov-
ernment to monitor and account for deposits
into and disbursements from the separate ac-
count.

(2) USES OF LOCAL CURRENCIES.—As may be
agreed upon with the foreign government,
local currencies deposited in a separate ac-
count pursuant to subsection (a), or an
equivalent amount of local currencies, shall
be used only—

(A) to carry out chapters 1 or 10 of part I
or chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be),
for such purposes as—

(i) project and sector assistance activities,
or

(ii) debt and deficit financing; or

(B) for the administrative requirements of
the United States Government.

(3) PROGRAMMING ACCOUNTABILITY.—The
Agency for International Development shall
take all appropriate steps to ensure that the
equivalent of the local currencies disbursed
pursuant to subsection (a)(2)(A) from the
separate account established pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) are used for the purposes
agreed upon pursuant to subsection (a)(2).

(4) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAMS.—Upon termination of assistance to a
country under chapters 1 or 10 of part I or
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), any
unencumbered balances of funds which re-
main in a separate account established pur-
suant to subsection (a) shall be disposed of
for such purposes as may be agreed to by the
government of that country and the United
States Government.

(5) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The provi-
sions of this subsection shall supersede the
tenth and eleventh provisos contained under
the heading ‘‘Sub-Saharan Africa, Develop-
ment Assistance’’ as included in the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1989 and sec-
tions 531(d) and 609 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961.

(b) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR CASH TRANS-
FERS.—(1) If assistance is made available to
the government of a foreign country, under
chapters 1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
cash transfer assistance or as nonproject sec-
tor assistance, that country shall be required
to maintain such funds in a separate account
and not commingle them with any other
funds.

(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—Such funds may be obligated and ex-
pended notwithstanding provisions of law
which are inconsistent with the nature of
this assistance including provisions which
are referenced in the Joint Explanatory
Statement of the Committee of Conference
accompanying House Joint Resolution 648
(H. Report No. 98–1159).

(3) NOTIFICATION.—At least fifteen days
prior to obligating any such cash transfer or
nonproject sector assistance, the President
shall submit a notification through the regu-
lar notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations, which shall include a
detailed description of how the funds pro-
posed to be made available will be used, with
a discussion of the United States interests
that will be served by the assistance (includ-
ing, as appropriate, a description of the eco-
nomic policy reforms that will be promoted
by such assistance).

(4) EXEMPTION.—Nonproject sector assist-
ance funds may be exempt from the require-
ments of subsection (b)(1) only through the
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.
COMPENSATION FOR UNITED STATES EXECUTIVE

DIRECTORS TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTIONS

SEC. 533. (a) No funds appropriated by this
Act may be made as payment to any inter-
national financial institution while the Unit-
ed States Executive Director to such institu-
tion is compensated by the institution at a
rate which, together with whatever com-
pensation such Director receives from the
United States, is in excess of the rate pro-
vided for an individual occupying a position
at level IV of the Executive Schedule under
section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, or
while any alternate United States Director
to such institution is compensated by the in-
stitution at a rate in excess of the rate pro-
vided for an individual occupying a position
at level V of the Executive Schedule under
section 5316 of title 5, United States Code.

(b) For purposes of this section, ‘‘inter-
national financial institutions’’ are: the

International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, the Asian Development Bank,
the Asian Development Fund, the African
Development Bank, the African Develop-
ment Fund, the International Monetary
Fund, the North American Development
Bank, and the European Bank for Recon-
struction and Development.
COMPLIANCE WITH UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS

AGAINST IRAQ

SEC. 534. ø(a) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE.—¿
None of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available pursuant to this Act to carry
out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (in-
cluding title IV of chapter 2 of part I, relat-
ing to the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration) or the Arms Export Control Act
may be used to provide assistance to any
country that is not in compliance with the
United Nations Security Council sanctions
against Iraq, Serbia or Montenegro unless
the President determines and so certifies to
the Congress that—

(1) such assistance is in the national inter-
est of the United States;

(2) such assistance will directly benefit the
needy people in that country; or

(3) the assistance to be provided will be hu-
manitarian assistance for foreign nationals
who have fled Iraq and Kuwait.

ø(b) IMPORT SANCTIONS.—If the President
considers that the taking of such action
would promote the effectiveness of the eco-
nomic sanctions of the United Nations and
the United States imposed with respect to
Iraq, Serbia, or Montenegro, as the case may
be and is consistent with the national inter-
est, the President may prohibit, for such a
period of time as he considers appropriate,
the importation into the United States of
any or all products of any foreign country
that has not prohibited—

ø(1) the importation of products of Iraq,
Serbia, or Montenegro into its customs terri-
tory, and

ø(2) the export of its products to Iraq, Ser-
bia, or Montenegro, as the case may be.¿

POW/MIA MILITARY DRAWDOWN

SEC. 535. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the President may direct
the drawdown, without reimbursement by
the recipient, of defense articles from the
stocks of the Department of Defense, defense
services of the Department of Defense, and
military education and training, of an aggre-
gate value not to exceed $15,000,000 in fiscal
year 1996, as may be necessary to carry out
subsection (b).

(b) Such defense articles, services and
training may be provided to Vietnam, Cam-
bodia and Laos, under subsection (a) as the
President determines are necessary to sup-
port efforts to locate and repatriate mem-
bers of the United States Armed Forces and
civilians employed directly or indirectly by
the United States Government who remain
unaccounted for from the Vietnam War, and
to ensure the safety of United States Gov-
ernment personnel engaged in such coopera-
tive efforts and to support United States De-
partment of Defense-sponsored humanitarian
projects associated with the POW/MIA ef-
forts. Any aircraft shall be provided under
this section only to Laos and only on a lease
or loan basis, but may be provided at no cost
notwithstanding section 61 of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act and may be maintained
with defense articles, services and training
provided under this section.

(c) The President shall, within sixty days
of the end of any fiscal year in which the au-
thority of subsection (a) is exercised, submit
a report to the Congress which identifies the
articles, services, and training drawn down
under this section.

(d) There are authorized to be appropriated to
the President such sums as may be necessary to
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reimburse the applicable appropriation, fund, or
account for defense articles, defense services,
and military education and training provided
under this section.

MEDITERRANEAN EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 536. During fiscal year 1996, the provi-
sions of section 573(e) of the Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1990, shall be ap-
plicable, for the period specified therein, to
excess defense articles made available under
sections 516 and 519 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961.

PRIORITY DELIVERY OF EQUIPMENT

SEC. 536A. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the delivery of excess defense arti-
cles that are to be transferred on a grant basis
under section 516 of the Foreign Assistance Act
to NATO allies and to major non-NATO allies
on the southern and southeastern flank of
NATO shall be given priority to the maximum
extent feasible over the delivery of such excess
defense articles to other countries.

CASH FLOW FINANCING

SEC. 537. For each country that has been
approved for cash flow financing (as defined
in section 25(d) of the Arms Export Control
Act, as added by section 112(b) of Public Law
99–83) under the Foreign Military Financing
Program, any Letter of Offer and Acceptance
or other purchase agreement, or any amend-
ment thereto, for a procurement in excess of
$100,000,000 that is to be financed in whole or
in part with funds made available under this
Act shall be submitted through the regular
notification procedures to the Committees
on Appropriations.

AUTHORITIES FOR THE PEACE CORPS, THE
INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION AND THE AFRI-
CAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION

SEC. 538. Unless expressly provided to the
contrary, provisions of this or any other Act,
including provisions contained in prior Acts
authorizing or making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, shall not be construed to
prohibit activities authorized by or con-
ducted under the Peace Corps Act, the Inter-
American Foundation Act, or the African
Development Foundation Act. The appro-
priate agency shall promptly report to the
Committees on Appropriations whenever it
is conducting activities or is proposing to
conduct activities in a country for which as-
sistance is prohibited.

IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES

SEC. 539. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended to
provide—

(a) any financial incentive to a business
enterprise currently located in the United
States for the purpose of inducing such an
enterprise to relocate outside the United
States if such incentive or inducement is
likely to reduce the number of employees of
such business enterprise in the United States
because United States production is being re-
placed by such enterprise outside the United
States;

(b) assistance for the purpose of establish-
ing or developing in a foreign country any
export processing zone or designated area in
which the tax, tariff, labor, environment,
and safety laws of that country do not apply,
in part or in whole, to activities carried out
within that zone or area, unless the Presi-
dent determines and certifies that such as-
sistance is not likely to cause a loss of jobs
within the United States; or

(c) assistance for any project or activity
that contributes to the violation of inter-
nationally recognized workers rights, as de-
fined in section 502(a)(4) of the Trade Act of
1974, of workers in the recipient country, in-
cluding any designated zone or area in that

country: Provided, That in recognition that
the application of this subsection should be
commensurate with the level of development
of the recipient country and sector, the pro-
visions of this subsection shall not preclude
assistance for the informal sector in such
country, micro and small-scale enterprise,
and smallholder agriculture.

AUTHORITY TO ASSIST BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA

SEC. 540. (a) Congress finds as follows:
(1) The United Nations has imposed an em-

bargo on the transfer of arms to any country
on the territory of the former Yugoslavia.

(2) The federated states of Serbia and
Montenegro have a large supply of military
equipment and ammunition and the Serbian
forces fighting the government of Bosnia-
Hercegovina have more than one thousand
battle tanks, armored vehicles, and artillery
pieces.

(3) Because the United Nations arms em-
bargo is serving to sustain the military ad-
vantage of the aggressor, the United Nations
should exempt the government of Bosnia-
Hercegovina from its embargo.

(b) Pursuant to a lifting of the United Na-
tions arms embargo, or to a unilateral lifting
of the arms embargo by the President of the
United States, against Bosnia-Hercegovina,
the President is authorized to transfer, sub-
ject to prior notification of the Committees
on Appropriations, to the government of
that nation, without reimbursement, defense
articles from the stocks of the Department
of Defense and defense services of the De-
partment of Defense of an aggregate value
not to exceed $50,000,000 in fiscal year 1996:
Provided, That the President certifies in a
timely fashion to the Congress that the
transfer of such articles would assist that
nation in self-defense and thereby promote
the security and stability of the region.

(c) Within 60 days of any transfer under the
authority provided in subsection (b), and
every 60 days thereafter, the President shall
report in writing to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President pro
tempore of the Senate concerning the arti-
cles transferred and the disposition thereof.

(d) There are authorized to be appropriated
to the President such sums as may be nec-
essary to reimburse the applicable appro-
priation, fund, or account for defense articles
provided under this section.

RESTRICTIONS ON THE TERMINATION OF
SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO

SEC. 540A. (a) RESTRICTIONS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no sanc-
tion, prohibition, or requirement described
in section 1511 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public
Law 103–160), with respect to Serbia or
Montenegro, may cease to be effective, un-
less—

(1) the President first submits to the Con-
gress a certification described in subsection
(b); and

(2) the requirements of section 1511 of that
Act are met.

(b) CERTIFICATION.—A certification de-
scribed in this subsection is a certification
that—

(1) there is substantial progress toward—
(A) the realization of a separate identity

for Kosova and the right of the people of
Kosova to govern themselves; or

(B) the creation of an international protec-
torate for Kosova;

(2) there is substantial improvement in the
human rights situation in Kosova;

(3) international human rights observers
are allowed to return to Kosova; and

(4) the elected government of Kosova is
permitted to meet and carry out its legiti-
mate mandate as elected representatives of
the people of Kosova.

(c) EXPANDED AUTHORITY.—Section 660(b) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘or’’;
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period at

the end thereof and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(3) adding the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) with respect to assistance, including train-
ing, relating to sanctions monitoring and en-
forcement.’’.

SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

SEC. 541. (a) Funds appropriated in title II
of this Act that are made available for
øHaiti,¿ Afghanistan, Lebanon, and Cam-
bodia, and for victims of war, displaced chil-
dren, ødisplaced Burmese,¿ humanitarian as-
sistance for Romania, and humanitarian as-
sistance for the peoples of Bosnia-
Hercegovina, Croatia, and Kosova, may be
made available notwithstanding any other
provision of law: Provided, That any such
funds that are made available for Cambodia
shall be subject to the provisions of section
531(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
and section 906 of the International Security
and Development Cooperation Act of 1985:
Provided further, That the President shall
terminate assistance to any country or orga-
nization that he determines is cooperating,
øtactically or strategically, with the Khmer
Rouge in their military operations¿ tactically
or strategically, with the Khmer Rouge in their
military operations, or which is cooperating
commercially with the Khmer Rouge.

(b) Funds appropriated by this Act to carry
out the provisions of sections 103 through 106
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may be
used, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for the purpose of supporting tropical
forestry and energy programs aimed at re-
ducing emissions of greenhouse gases, and
for the purpose of supporting biodiversity
conservation activities: Provided, That such
assistance shall be subject to sections 116,
502B, and 620A of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961.

(c) During fiscal year 1996, the President
may use up to $40,000,000 under the authority
of section 451 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, notwithstanding the funding ceiling
contained in subsection (a) of that section.

(d) The Agency for International Develop-
ment may employ personal services contrac-
tors, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for the purpose of administering pro-
grams for the West Bank and Gaza.

POLICY ON TERMINATING THE ARAB LEAGUE
BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

SEC. 542. It is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) the Arab League countries should im-
mediately and publicly renounce the pri-
mary boycott of Israel and the secondary
and tertiary boycott of American firms that
have commercial ties with Israel; and

(2) the President should—
(A) take more concrete steps to encourage

vigorously Arab League countries to re-
nounce publicly the primary boycotts of Is-
rael and the secondary and tertiary boycotts
of American firms that have commercial re-
lations with Israel as a confidence-building
measure;

(B) take into consideration the participa-
tion of any recipient country in the primary
boycott of Israel and the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts of American firms that have
commercial relations with Israel when deter-
mining whether to sell weapons to said coun-
try;

(C) report to Congress on the specific steps
being taken by the President to bring about
a public renunciation of the Arab primary
boycott of Israel and the secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts of American firms that have
commercial relations with Israel; and

(D) encourage the allies and trading part-
ners of the United States to enact laws pro-
hibiting businesses from complying with the
boycott and penalizing businesses that do
comply.
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ANTI-NARCOTICS ACTIVITIES

SEC. 543. (a) Of the funds appropriated øor
otherwise made available by this Act for
‘‘Economic Support Fund’’,¿ under the head-
ing ‘‘Economic Assistance’’, assistance may be
provided to strengthen the administration of
justice in countries in Latin America and
the Caribbean in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 534 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, except that programs to enhance
protection of participants in judicial cases
may be conducted notwithstanding section
660 of that Act.

(b) Funds made available pursuant to this
section may be made available notwith-
standing the third sentence of section 534(e)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. Funds
made available pursuant to subsection (a) for
Bolivia, Colombia and Peru may be made
available notwithstanding section 534(c) and
the second sentence of section 534(e) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

SEC. 544. (a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON-
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Restric-
tions contained in this or any other Act with
respect to assistance for a country shall not
be construed to restrict assistance in support
of programs of nongovernmental organiza-
tions from funds appropriated by this Act to
carry out the provisions of chapters 1 and 10
of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961: Provided, That the President shall take
into consideration, in any case in which a re-
striction on assistance would be applicable
but for this subsection, whether assistance
in support of programs of nongovernmental
organizations is in the national interest of
the United States: Provided further, That be-
fore using the authority of this subsection to
furnish assistance in support of programs of
nongovernmental organizations, the Presi-
dent shall notify the Committees on Appro-
priations under the regular notification pro-
cedures of those committees, including a de-
scription of the program to be assisted, the
assistance to be provided, and the reasons for
furnishing such assistance: Provided further,
That nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to alter any existing statutory prohi-
bitions against abortion or involuntary
sterilizations contained in this or any other
Act.

(b) PUBLIC LAW 480.—During fiscal year
1996, restrictions contained in this or any
other Act with respect to assistance for a
country shall not be construed to restrict as-
sistance under titles I and II of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954: Provided, That none of the funds ap-
propriated to carry out title I of such Act
and made available pursuant to this sub-
section may be obligated or expended except
as provided through the regular notification
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not
apply—

(1) with respect to section 620A of the For-
eign Assistance Act or any comparable pro-
vision of law prohibiting assistance to coun-
tries that support international terrorism;
or

(2) with respect to section 116 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 or any com-
parable provision of law prohibiting assist-
ance to countries that violate internation-
ally recognized human rights.

EARMARKS

SEC. 544A. (a) Funds appropriated by this Act
which are earmarked may be reprogrammed for
other programs within the same account not-
withstanding the earmark if compliance with
the earmark is made impossible by operation of
any provision of this or any other Act or, with
respect to a country with which the United
States has an agreement providing the United

States with base rights or base access in that
country, if the President determines that the re-
cipient for which funds are earmarked has sig-
nificantly reduced its military or economic co-
operation with the United States since enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act,
1991; however, before exercising the authority of
this subsection with regard to a base rights or
base access country which has significantly re-
duced its military or economic cooperation with
the United States, the President shall consult
with, and shall provide a written policy jus-
tification to the Committees on Appropriations:
Provided, That any such reprogramming shall
be subject to the regular notification procedures
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided
further, That assistance that is reprogrammed
pursuant to this subsection shall be made avail-
able under the same terms and conditions as
originally provided.

(b) In addition to the authority contained in
subsection (a), the original period of availability
of funds appropriated by this Act and adminis-
tered by the Agency for International Develop-
ment that are earmarked for particular pro-
grams or activities by this or any other Act shall
be extended for an additional fiscal year if the
Administrator of such agency determines and
reports promptly to the Committees on Appro-
priations that the termination of assistance to a
country or a significant change in cir-
cumstances makes it unlikely that such ear-
marked funds can be obligated during the origi-
nal period of availability: Provided, That such
earmarked funds that are continued available
for an additional fiscal year shall be obligated
only for the purpose of such earmark.

CEILINGS AND EARMARKS

SEC. 545. Ceilings and earmarks contained
in this Act shall not be applicable to funds or
authorities appropriated or otherwise made
available by any subsequent Act unless such
Act specifically so directs.

EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 546. (a) The authority of section 519 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, may be used in fiscal year 1996 to
provide nonlethal excess defense articles to
countries for which United States foreign as-
sistance has been requested and for which re-
ceipt of such articles was separately justified
for the fiscal year, without regard to the re-
strictions in subsection (a) of section 519.

(b) The authority of section 516 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may
be used in fiscal year 1996 to provide defense
articles to Jordanø, except that the provi-
sion of such defense articles shall be subject
to section 534 of this Act¿.

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA

SEC. 547. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity
or propaganda purposes within the United
States not authorized before the date of en-
actment of this Act by the Congressø: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be made available to carry out
the provisions of section 316 of Public Law
96–533¿.

USE OF AMERICAN RESOURCES

SEC. 548. To the maximum extent possible,
assistance provided under this Act should
make full use of American resources, includ-
ing commodities, products, and services.
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS

MEMBERS

SEC. 549. None of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to this Act for car-
rying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
may be used to pay in whole or in part any
assessments, arrearages, or dues of any
member of the United Nations.

CONSULTING SERVICES

SEC. 550. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-

ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
shall be limited to those contracts where
such expenditures are a matter of public
record and available for public inspection,
except where otherwise provided under exist-
ing law, or under existing Executive order
pursuant to existing law.

PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS—
DOCUMENTATION

SEC. 551. None of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to this Act shall be
available to a private voluntary organization
which fails to provide upon timely request
any document, file, or record necessary to
the auditing requirements of the Agency for
International Development.

PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN GOV-
ERNMENTS THAT EXPORT LETHAL MILITARY
EQUIPMENT TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM

SEC. 552. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be available to any foreign government
which provides lethal military equipment to
a country the government of which the Sec-
retary of State has determined is a terrorist
government for purposes of section 40(d) of
the Arms Export Control Act. The prohibi-
tion under this section with respect to a for-
eign government shall terminate 12 months
after that government ceases to provide such
military equipment. This section applies
with respect to lethal military equipment
provided under a contract entered into after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) Assistance restricted by subsection (a)
or any other similar provision of law, may be
furnished if the President determines that
furnishing such assistance is important to
the national interests of the United States.

(c) Whenever the waiver of subsection (b) is
exercised, the President shall submit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port with respect to the furnishing of such
assistance. Any such report shall include a
detailed explanation of the assistance to be
provided, including the estimated dollar
amount of such assistance, and an expla-
nation of how the assistance furthers United
States national interests.

WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR PARKING
FINES OWED BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES

SEC. 553. (a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds
made available for a foreign country under
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
an amount equivalent to 110 percent of the
total unpaid fully adjudicated parking fines
and penalties owed to the District of Colum-
bia by such country as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act shall be withheld from obli-
gation for such country until the Secretary
of State certifies and reports in writing to
the appropriate congressional committees
that such fines and penalties are fully paid
to the government of the District of Colum-
bia.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the Committee
on International Relations and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE PLO FOR
THE WEST BANK AND GAZA

SEC. 554. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated for assistance for
the Palestine Liberation Organization for
the West Bank and Gaza unless the President
has exercised the authority under section
583(a) of the Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act of 1994 (part E of title V of Public Law
103–236) or any other legislation to suspend
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or make inapplicable section 307 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and that suspen-
sion is still in effect: Provided, That if the
President fails to make the certification
under section 583(b)(2) of the Middle East
Peace Facilitation Act or to suspend the pro-
hibition under other legislation, funds appro-
priated by this Act may not be obligated for
assistance for the Palestine Liberation Orga-
nization for the West Bank and Gaza.

EXPORT FINANCING TRANSFER AUTHORITIES

SEC. 555. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap-
propriation other than for administrative ex-
penses made available for fiscal year 1996 for
programs under title øI¿ IV of this Act may
be transferred between such appropriations
for use for any of the purposes, programs and
activities for which the funds in such receiv-
ing account may be used, but no such appro-
priation, except as otherwise specifically
provided, shall be increased by more than 25
percent by any such transfer: Provided, That
the exercise of such authority shall be sub-
ject to the regular notification procedures of
the Committees on Appropriations.

WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS

SEC. 556. If the President determines that
doing so will contribute to a just resolution
of charges regarding genocide or other viola-
tions of international humanitarian law, the
authority of section 552(c) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be
used to provide up to $25,000,000 of commod-
ities and services to the United Nations War
Crimes Tribunal established with regard to
the former Yugoslavia by the United Nations
Security Council or such other tribunals or
commissions as the Council may establish to
deal with such violations, without regard to
the ceiling limitation contained in para-
graph (2) thereof: Provided, That the deter-
mination required under this section shall be
in lieu of any determinations otherwise re-
quired under section 552(c): Provided further,
That 60 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, and every 180 days thereafter, the
Secretary of State shall submit a report to
the Committees on Appropriations describ-
ing the steps the United States Government
is taking to collect information regarding al-
legations of genocide or other violations of
international law in the former Yugoslavia
and to furnish that information to the Unit-
ed Nations War Crimes Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia.

NONLETHAL EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 557. Notwithstanding section 519(f) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, during
fiscal year 1996, funds available to the De-
partment of Defense may be expended for
crating, packing, handling and transpor-
tation of nonlethal excess defense articles
transferred under the authority of section
519 to countries eligible to participate in the
Partnership for Peace and to receive assist-
ance under Public Law 101–179.

LANDMINES

SEC. 558. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, demining equipment available to
any department or agency and used in sup-
port of the clearing of landmines for humani-
tarian purposes may be disposed of on a
grant basis in foreign countries, subject to
such terms and conditions as the President
may prescribe: Provided, That section 1365(c)
of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102–484; 22 U.S.C.,
2778 note) is amended by striking out ‘‘During
the four-year period beginning on October 23,
1992’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘During the
five-year period beginning on October 23, 1993’’.

øREPORT ON THE SALARIES AND BENEFITS OF
THE IMF AND THE WORLD BANK

øSEC. 559. The Comptroller General shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-

priations not later than November 1, 1995, on
the following—

ø(1) a review of the existing salaries and
benefits of employees of the International
Monetary Fund and the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development; and

ø(2) a review of all benefits paid to depend-
ents of Fund and Bank employees.
Such report shall include a comparison of
the salaries and benefits paid to employees
and dependents of the Fund and the Bank
with salaries and benefits paid to employees
holding comparable positions in the public
and private sectors in member countries and
in the international sector.¿

RESTRICTIONS CONCERNING THE PALESTINIAN
AUTHORITY

SEC. 560. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended to
create in any part of Jerusalem a new office
of any department or agency of the United
States Government for the purpose of con-
ducting official United States Government
business with the Palestinian Authority over
Gaza and Jericho or any successor Palestin-
ian governing entity provided for in the Is-
rael-PLO Declaration of Principles: Provided,
That this øsubsection¿ restriction shall not
apply to the acquisition of additional space
for the existing Consulate General in Jerusa-
lem: Provided further, That meetings between
officers and employees of the United States
and officials of the Palestinian Authority, or
any successor Palestinian governing entity
provided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of
Principles, for the purpose of conducting of-
ficial United States Government business
with such authority should continue to take
place in locations other than Jerusalem. As
has been true in the past, officers and em-
ployees of the United States Government
may continue to meet in Jerusalem on other
subjects with Palestinians (including those
who now occupy positions in the Palestinian
Authority), have social contacts, and have
incidental discussions.

PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF CERTAIN
EXPENSES

SEC. 561. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act under
the heading ‘‘INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDU-
CATION AND TRAINING’’ or ‘‘FOREIGN MILITARY
FINANCING PROGRAM’’ for Informational Pro-
gram activities may be obligated or ex-
pended to pay for—

(1) alcoholic beverages;
(2) food (other than food provided at a mili-

tary installation) not provided in conjunc-
tion with Informational Program trips where
students do not stay at a military installa-
tion; or

(3) entertainment expenses for activities
that are substantially of a recreational char-
acter, including entrance fees at sporting
events and amusement parks.
øLIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES

THAT RESTRICT THE TRANSPORT OR DELIVERY
OF UNITED STATES HUMANITARIAN ASSIST-
ANCE

øSEC. 562. (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the
funds made available in this Act may be used
for assistance in support of any country
when it is made known to the President that
the government of such country prohibits or
otherwise restricts, directly or indirectly,
the transport or delivery of United States
humanitarian assistance.

ø(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to assistance in support of any country
when it is made known to the President that
the assistance is in the national security in-
terest of the United States.¿

NON-OVERTIME DIFFERENTIAL PAY

SEC. 562. Title 5 of the United States Code is
amended by inserting the following:

(1) in section 5541(2)(xiv) after a ‘‘Foreign
Service officer’’ ‘‘, except for a Foreign Service

Officer who is a criminal investigator for the
Agency for International Development, Office of
Inspector General’’.

øREFERENCES TO AUTHORIZATION ACTS

øSEC. 563. The funds appropriated under the
heading, ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund’’ are provided pursuant to the
Foreign Assistance Act, as amended: under
sections 103 through 106 (Development As-
sistance Fund), in the amount of $214,000,000;
under part I, chapter 10 (Development Fund
for Africa), in the amount of $131,000,000;
under the provisions of section 498(6) (Assist-
ance for the New Independent States of the
Former Soviet Union), in the amount of
$15,000,000; under the provisions of part I,
chapter 1, section 104(c) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act and the Support for East Euro-
pean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989, in the
amount of $1,000,000; under provisions of
chapter 4, part II (Economic Support Fund),
in the amount of $23,000,000; under the provi-
sions of section 301, in the amount of
$100,000,000 as a contribution on a grant basis
to the United Nation’s Children’s Fund
(UNICEF): Provided, That funds derived from
funds authorized under chapter 4, part II,
shall be made available for projects meeting
criteria set forth in part I section 104(c): Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated under
the heading ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund’’ shall be in addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purposes.

øPROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR ABORTION

øSEC. 564. (a) IN GENERAL.—
ø(1) Notwithstanding any other provision

of this Act or other law, none of the funds
appropriated by this Act for population as-
sistance activities may be made available for
any private, nongovernmental, or multilat-
eral organization until the organization cer-
tifies that it does not now, and will not dur-
ing the period for which the funds are made
available, directly or through a subcontrac-
tor or sub-grantee, perform abortions in any
foreign country, except where the life of the
mother would be endangered if the fetus
were carried to term or in cases of forcible
rape or incest.

ø(2) Paragraph (1) may not be construed to
apply to the treatment of injuries or ill-
nesses caused by legal or illegal abortions or
to assistance provided directly to the gov-
ernment of a country.

ø(b) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—
ø(1) Notwithstanding any other provision

of this Act or other law, none of the funds
appropriated by this Act for population as-
sistance activities may be made available for
any private, nongovernmental, or multilat-
eral organization until the organization cer-
tifies that it does not now, and will not dur-
ing the period for which the funds are made
available, violate the laws of any foreign
country concerning the circumstances under
which abortion is permitted, regulated, or
prohibited, or engage in any activity or ef-
fort to alter the laws or governmental poli-
cies of any foreign country concerning the
circumstances under which abortion is per-
mitted, regulated, or prohibited.

ø(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to activi-
ties in opposition to coercive abortion or in-
voluntary sterilization.

ø(c) COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL METH-
ODS.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act or other law, none of the funds
appropriated by this Act may be made avail-
able for the United Nations Population Fund
(UNFPA), unless the President certifies to
the appropriate congressional committees
that (1) the United Nations Population Fund
has terminated all activities in the People’s
Republic of China; or (2) during the 12
months preceding such certification, there
have been no abortions as the result of coer-
cion associated with the family planning
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policies of the national government or other
governmental entities within the People’s
Republic of China. As used in this section
the term ‘‘coercion’’ includes physical duress
or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop-
erty, loss of means of livelihood, or severe
psychological pressure.¿

WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES
SUPPORTING NUCLEAR PLANT IN CUBA

SEC. 565. (a) WITHHOLDING.—The President
shall withhold from assistance made avail-
able with funds appropriated or made avail-
able pursuant to this Act an amount equal to
the sum of assistance and credits, if any,
provided on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act by that country, or any en-
tity in that country, in support of the com-
pletion of the Cuban nuclear facility at
Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The requirement of sub-
section (a) to withhold assistance shall not
apply with respect to—

(1) assistance to meet urgent humanitarian
needs, including disaster and refugee relief;

(2) democratic political reform and rule of law
activities;

(3) the creation of private sector and non-
governmental organizations that are independ-
ent of government control;

(4) the development of a free market economic
system; and

(5) assistance for the purposes described in the
Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 (title
XII of Public Law 103–160).

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in subsection (a),
the term ‘‘assistance’’ means assistance under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, credits, sales
and guarantees of extensions of credit under the
Arms Export Control Act, assistance under titles
I and III of the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954, assistance under the
FREEDOM Support Act of 1992, and any other
program of assistance or credits provided by the
United States to other countries under other
provisions of law, except that the term ‘‘assist-
ance’’ does not include humanitarian assist-
ance, including disaster relief assistance.

øLIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR HAITI

øSEC. 566. Effective March 1, 1996, none of
the funds appropriated in this Act may be
made available to the Government of Haiti
when it is made known to the President that
such Government is controlled by a regime
holding power through means other than the
democratic elections scheduled for calendar
year 1995 and held in substantial compliance
with the requirements of the 1987 Constitu-
tion of Haiti.

øPURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS

øSEC. 567. SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the
sense of the Congress that, to the greatest
extent practicable, all equipment and prod-
ucts purchased with funds made available in
this Act should be American-made.

ø(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

øLIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY

øSEC. 568. Not more than $21,000,000 of the
funds appropriated in this Act under the
heading ‘‘ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND’’ may be
made available to the Government of Tur-
key.

øLIMITATION OF FUNDS FOR NORTH AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

øSEC. 569. No funds appropriated in this
Act, under the heading ‘‘North American De-
velopment Bank’’ may be obligated or ex-
pended unless it is made known to the Fed-

eral entity or official to which funds are ap-
propriated under this Act that the Govern-
ment of Mexico has contributed a share of
the paid-in portion of the capital stock for
fiscal year 1996 equivalent to that appro-
priated by the United States.¿

LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR BURMA

SEC. 570. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for International
Narcotics Control or Crop Substitution As-
sistance for the Government of Burma.

ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

SEC. 570A. The Secretary of the Treasury may,
to fulfill commitments of the United States, sub-
scribe to and make payment for shares of the
Asian Development Bank in connection with the
fourth general capital increase of the Bank. The
amount authorized to be appropriated for paid-
in shares of the Bank is limited to $66,614,647;
the amount authorized to be appropriated for
payment for callable shares of the Bank is lim-
ited to $3,264,178,021. The amount to be paid in
respect of each subscription is authorized to be
appropriated without fiscal year limitation. Any
subscription by the United States to the capital
stock of the Bank shall be effective only to such
extent or in such amounts as are provided in ad-
vance in appropriations Acts.

SPECIAL DEBT RELIEF FOR THE POOREST

SEC. 570B. (a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.—
The President may reduce amounts owed to the
United States (or any agency of the United
States) by an eligible country as a result of—

(1) guarantees issued under sections 221 and
222 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; or

(2) credits extended or guarantees issued
under the Arms Export Control Act.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—
(1) The authority provided by subsection (a)

may be exercised only to implement multilateral
official debt relief and referendum agreements,
commonly referred to as ‘‘Paris Club Agreed
Minutes’’.

(2) The authority provided by subsection (a)
may be exercised only in such amounts or to
such extent as is provided in advance by appro-
priations Acts.

(3) The authority provided by subsection (a)
may be exercised only with respect to countries
with heavy debt burdens that are eligible to bor-
row from the International Development Asso-
ciation, but not from the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, commonly re-
ferred to as ‘‘IDA-only’’ countries.

(c) CONDITIONS.—The authority provided by
subsection (a) may be exercised only with re-
spect to a country whose government—

(1) does not have an excessive level of military
expenditures;

(2) has not repeatedly provided support for
acts of international terrorism;

(3) is not failing to cooperate on international
narcotics control matters;

(4) (including its military or other security
forces) does not engage in a consistent pattern
of gross violations of internationally recognized
human rights; and

(5) is not ineligible for assistance because of
the application of section 527 of the Foreign Re-
lations Authorization Act, fiscal years 1994 and
1995.

(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority
provided by subsection (a) may be used only
with regard to funds appropriated by this Act
under the heading ‘‘Debt Restructuring’’.

(e) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—A
reduction of debt pursuant to subsection (a)
shall not be considered assistance for purposes
of any provision of law limiting assistance to a
country. The authority provided by subsection
(a) may be exercised notwithstanding section
620(r) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

øLIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR RUSSIA

øSEC. 571. Of the funds appropriated in this
Act under the heading ‘‘Assistance for the
New Independent States of the Former So-

viet Union’’, not more than $195,000,000 may
be made available for Russia.

øLIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO MEXICO

øSEC. 572. IN GENERAL.—None of the funds
appropriated or otherwise made available by
this Act may be obligated or expended for
the Government of Mexico, except if it is
made known to the Federal entity or official
to which funds are appropriated under this
Act that—

ø(1) the Government of Mexico is taking
actions to reduce the amount of illegal drugs
entering the United States from Mexico, as
determined by the Director of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy; and

ø(2) the Government of Mexico—
ø(A) is taking effective actions to apply

vigorously all law enforcement resources to
investigate, track, capture, incarcerate, and
prosecute illegal drug kingpins and their ac-
complices, individuals responsible for, or
otherwise involved in, corruption, and indi-
viduals involved in money-laundering; and

ø(B) is pursuing international anti-drug
trafficking initiatives.

øHUMAN RIGHTS PROGRESS IN ETHIOPIA

øSEC. 573. The Department of State should
closely monitor and take into account
human rights progress in Ethiopia as it obli-
gates fiscal year 1996 funds for Ethiopia ap-
propriated in this Act.

øBASIC EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN

øSec. 574. Not more than $108,000,000 under
the Agency for International Development
Children and Disease Programs Fund may be
used for basic education for children.¿

KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION

SEC. 575. No funds may be made available
under this Act to the Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization (KEDO) unless the
President determines and certifies in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations that—

(a) in accordance with Provision I of the
Framework Agreement, KEDO has concluded a
supply contract with the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK) designating a Repub-
lic of Korea company, corporation or entity the
prime contractor to carry out construction of the
light water reactors provided for in the Frame-
work Agreement; and

(b) the DPRK has complied with the obliga-
tions of Provision III of the Framework Agree-
ment regarding North-South dialogue including
within three months after the enactment of this
Act: (1) eliminating North-South barriers to
trade and investment; (2) removing North-South
restrictions on travel, telecommunications serv-
ices and financial transactions; and (3) imple-
menting the December 13, 1991, Nonaggression
Pact and the January 1, 1992, Joint Declaration
for a Non-Nuclear Korean Peninsula.

DRAWDOWN AUTHORITY FOR JORDAN

SEC. 576. During fiscal year 1996, the Presi-
dent may direct, for the purposes of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the
drawdown for Jordan of defense articles from
the stocks of the Department of Defense, defense
services of the Department of Defense, and mili-
tary education and training of up to an aggre-
gate of $100,000,000: Provided, That—

(a) within six months of the last drawdown
under subsection (a), the President shall submit
a report to the Committee on Appropriations
identifying the articles, services, training or
education provided;

(b) section 506(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 shall apply to the drawdown authority
in this section; and

(c) section 632(d) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 shall not apply with respect to
drawdowns under this section.

TITLE VI—MIDDLE EAST PEACE
FACILITATION ACT OF 1995

SHORT TITLE

SEC. 601. This title may be cited as the ‘‘Mid-
dle East Peace Facilitation Act of 1995’’.
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FINDINGS

SEC. 602. The Congress finds that—
(1) the Palestine Liberation Organization

(hereafter the ‘‘P.L.O.’’) has recognized the
State of Israel’s right to exist in peace and secu-
rity; accepted United Nations Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338; committed itself to the
peace process and peaceful coexistence with Is-
rael, free from violence and all other acts which
endanger peace and stability; and assumed re-
sponsibility over all P.L.O. elements and person-
nel in order to assure their compliance, prevent
violations, and discipline violators;

(2) Israel has recognized the P.L.O. as the
representative of the Palestinian people;

(3) Israel and the P.L.O. signed a Declaration
of Principles on Interim Self-Government Ar-
rangements (hereafter the ‘‘Declaration of Prin-
ciples’’) on September 13, 1993 at the White
House;

(4) Israel and the P.L.O. signed an Agreement
on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area (here-
after the ‘‘Gaza-Jericho Agreement’’) on May 4,
1994 which established a Palestinian Authority
for the Gaza and Jericho areas;

(5) Israel and the P.L.O. signed an Agreement
on Preparatory Transfer of Powers and Respon-
sibilities (hereafter the ‘‘Early Empowerment
Agreement’’) on August 29, 1994 which provided
for the transfer to the Palestinian Authority of
certain powers and responsibilities in the West
Bank outside of the Jericho Area;

(6) under the terms of the Declaration of Prin-
ciples, the Gaza-Jericho Agreement and the
Early Empowerment Agreement, the powers and
responsibilities of the Palestinian Authority are
to be assumed by an elected Palestinian Council
with jurisdiction in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip in accordance with the Interim Agreement
to be concluded between Israel and the P.L.O.;

(7) permanent status negotiations relating to
the West Bank and Gaza Strip are scheduled to
begin by May 1996;

(8) the Congress has, since the conclusion of
the Declaration of Principles and the P.L.O.’s
renunciation of terrorism, provided authorities
to the President to suspend certain statutory re-
strictions relating to the P.L.O., subject to Pres-
idential certifications that the P.L.O. has con-
tinued to abide by commitments made in and in
connection with or resulting from the good faith
implementation of, the Declaration of Prin-
ciples;

(9) the P.L.O. commitments relevant to Presi-
dential certifications have included commit-
ments to renounce and condemn terrorism, to
submit to the Palestinian National Council for
formal approval the necessary changes to those
articles of the Palestinian Covenant which call
for Israel’s destruction, and to prevent acts of
terrorism and hostilities against Israel; and

(10) the President, in exercising the aforemen-
tioned authorities, has certified to the Congress
on four occasions that the P.L.O. was abiding
by its relevant commitments.

SENSE OF CONGRESS

SEC. 603. It is the sense of the Congress that
although the P.L.O. has recently shown im-
provement in its efforts to fulfill its commit-
ments, it must do far more to demonstrate an ir-
revocable denunciation of terrorism and ensure
a peaceful settlement of the Middle East dis-
pute, and in particular it must—

(1) submit to the Palestine National Council
for formal approval the necessary changes to
those articles of the Palestinian National Cov-
enant which call for Israel’s destruction;

(2) make greater efforts to pre-empt acts of
terror, to discipline violators and to contribute
to stemming the violence that has resulted in the
deaths of 123 Israeli citizens since the signing of
the Declaration of Principles;

(3) prohibit participation in its activities and
in the Palestinian Authority and its successors
by any groups or individuals which continue to
promote and commit acts of terrorism;

(4) cease all anti-Israel rhetoric, which poten-
tially undermines the peace process;

(5) confiscate all unlicensed weapons and re-
strict the issuance of licenses to those with le-
gitimate need;

(6) transfer and cooperate in transfer proceed-
ings relating to any person accused by Israel to
acts of terrorism; and

(7) respect civil liberties, human rights and
democratic norms.

AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND CERTAIN PROVISIONS

SEC. 604. (a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to sub-
section (b), beginning on the date of enactment
of this Act and for eighteen months thereafter,
the President may suspend for a period of not
more than 6 months at a time any provision of
law specified in subsection (d). Any such sus-
pension shall cease to be effective after 6
months, or at such earlier date as the President
may specify.

(b) CONDITIONS.—
(1) CONSULTATIONS.—Prior to each exercise of

the authority provided in subsection (a) or cer-
tification pursuant to subsection (c), the Presi-
dent shall consult with the relevant congres-
sional committees. The President may not exer-
cise that authority or make such certification
until 30 days after a written policy justification
is submitted to the relevant congressional com-
mittees.

(2) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—The Presi-
dent may exercise the authority provided in sub-
section (a) only if the President certifies to the
relevant congressional committees each time he
exercises such authority that—

(A) it is in the national interest of the United
States to exercise such authority;

(B) the P.L.O. continues to comply with all
the commitments described in paragraph (4);
and

(C) funds provided pursuant to the exercise of
this authority and the authorities under section
583(a) of Public Law 103–236 and section 3(a) of
Public Law 103–125 have been used for the pur-
poses for which they were intended.

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUING P.L.O. COM-
PLIANCE.—

(A) The President shall ensure that P.L.O.
performance is continuously monitored and if
the President at any time determines that the
P.L.O. has not continued to comply with all the
commitments described in paragraph (4), he
shall so notify the relevant congressional com-
mittees and any suspension under subsection (a)
of a provision of law specified in subsection (d)
shall cease to be effective.

(B) Beginning six months after the date of en-
actment of this Act, if the President on the basis
of the continuous monitoring of the P.L.O.’s
performance determines that the P.L.O. is not
complying with the requirements described in
subsection (c), he shall so notify the relevant
congressional committees and no assistance
shall be provided pursuant to the exercise by the
President of the authority provided by sub-
section (a) until such time as the President
makes the certification provided for in sub-
section (c).

(4) P.L.O. COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED.—The
commitments referred to in paragraphs (2) and
(3)(A) are the commitments made by the
P.L.O.—

(A) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the
Prime Minister of Israel; in its letter of Septem-
ber 9, 1993, to the Foreign Minister of Norway
to—

(i) recognize the right of the State of Israel to
exist in peace and security;

(ii) accept United Nations Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338;

(iii) renounce the use of terrorism and other
acts of violence;

(iv) assume responsibility over all P.L.O. ele-
ments and personnel in order to assure their
compliance, prevent violations and discipline
violators;

(v) call upon the Palestinian people in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip to take part in the
steps leading to the normalization of life, reject-

ing violence and terrorism, and contributing to
peace and stability; and

(vi) submit to the Palestine National Council
for formal approval the necessary changes to
the Palestnian National Covenant eliminating
calls for Israel’s destruction, and

(B) in, and resulting from, the good faith im-
plementation of the Declaration of Principles,
including good faith implementation of subse-
quent agreements with Israel, with particular
attention to the objective of preventing terror-
ism, as reflected in the provisions of the Gaza-
Jericho Agreement concerning—

(i) prevention of acts of terrorism and legal
measures against terrorists;

(ii) abstention from and prevention of incite-
ment, including hostile propaganda;

(iii) operation of armed forces other than the
Palestinian Police;

(iv) possession, manufacture, sale, acquisition
or importation of weapons;

(v) employment of police who have been con-
victed of serious crimes or have been found to be
actively involved in terrorist activities subse-
quent to their employment;

(vi) transfers to Israel of individuals suspected
of, charged with, or convicted of an offense that
falls within Israeli criminal jurisdiction;

(vii) cooperation with the government of Israel
in criminal matters, including cooperation in
the conduct of investigations; and

(viii) exercise of powers and responsibilities
under the agreement with due regard to inter-
nationally accepted norms and principles of
human rights and the rule of law.

(5) POLICY JUSTIFICATION.—As part of the
President’s written policy justification to be sub-
mitted to the relevant Congressional Committees
pursuant to paragraph (1), the President will re-
port on—

(A) the manner in which the P.L.O. has com-
plied with the commitments specified in para-
graph (4), including responses to individual acts
of terrorism and violence, actions to discipline
perpetrators of terror and violence, and actions
to preempt acts of terror and violence;

(B) the extent to which the P.L.O. has ful-
filled the requirements specified in subsection
(c);

(C) actions that the P.L.O. has taken with re-
gard to the Arab League boycott of Israel;

(D) the status and activities of the P.L.O. of-
fice in the United States; and

(E) the status of U.S. and international assist-
ance efforts in the areas subject to jurisdiction
of the Palestinian Authority or its successors.

(c) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUED PROVISION
OF ASSISTANCE.—Six months after the enactment
of this Act, no assistance shall be provided pur-
suant to the exercise by the President of the au-
thority provided by subsection (a), unless and
until the President determines and so certifies to
the Congress that—

(1) if the Palestinian Council has been elected
and assumed its responsibilities, it has, within a
reasonable time, effectively disavowed the arti-
cles of the Palestine National Covenant which
call for Israel’s destruction, unless the necessary
changes to the Covenant have already been sub-
mitted to the Palestine National Council for for-
mal approval;

(2) the P.L.O. has exercised its authority reso-
lutely to establish the necessary enforcement in-
stitutions; including laws, police, and a judicial
system, for apprehending, prosecuting, convict-
ing, and imprisoning terrorists;

(3) the P.L.O. has limited participation in the
Palestinian Authority and its successors to indi-
viduals and groups in accordance with the
terms that may be agreed with Israel;

(4) the P.L.O. has not provided any financial
or material assistance or training to any group,
whether or not affiliated with the P.L.O., to
carry out actions inconsistent with the Declara-
tion of Principles, particularly acts of terrorism
against Israel;

(5) the P.L.O. has cooperated in good faith
with Israeli authorities in the preemption of acts
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of terrorism and in the apprehension and trial
of perpetrators of terrorist acts in Israel, terri-
tories controlled by Israel and all areas subject
to jurisdiction of the Palestinian Authority and
its successors; and

(6) the P.L.O. has exercised its authority reso-
lutely to enact and implement laws requiring the
disarming of civilians not specifically licensed to
possess or carry weapons.

(d) PROVISIONS THAT MAY BE SUSPENDED.—
The provisions that may be suspended under the
authority of subsection (a) are the following:

(1) Section 307 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) as it applies with respect
to the P.L.O. or entities associated with it.

(2) Section 114 of the Department of State Au-
thorization Act, fiscal years 1984 and 1985 (22
U.S.C. 287e note) as it applies with respect to
the P.L.O. or entities associated with it.

(3) Section 1003 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, fiscal years 1988 and 1989 (22
U.S.C. 5202).

(4) Section 37 of the Bretton Woods Agreement
Act (22 U.S.C. 286W) as it applies on the grant-
ing to the P.L.O. of observer status or other offi-
cial status at any meeting sponsored by or asso-
ciated with the International Monetary Fund.
As used in this paragraph, the term ‘‘other offi-
cial status’’ does not include membership in the
International Monetary Fund.

(e) RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES
DEFINED.—As used in this title, the term ‘‘rel-
evant congressional committees’’ means—

(1) the Committee on International Relations,
the Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives; and

(2) the Committee on Foreign Relations and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign Op-
erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1996’’.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
let me just say at the outset of our dis-
cussion on the foreign operations bill
this year, it appears at least to this
point, based on information we have
prior to taking up the bill, that this
may be the least contentious foreign
operations bill we have had in recent
years. Obviously, that could change as
the floor debate unfolds, but I think
there is certainly clear potential to fin-
ish up this bill either late tonight or
tomorrow in accordance with what the
Republican leader hopes which, of
course, would give us a greater chance
of being out of here for a week the
week after next.

In 1964, Henry Kissinger commented:
To rely on the efficacy of diplomacy may

lead to disaster but to rely on power with in-
sufficient means is suicide.

Madam President, today we take up
consideration of the appropriations bill
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs, a bill that
provides the means to maintain our
role as the sole remaining superpower.
Despite Dr. Kissinger’s caution, it is
also the bill everyone loves to hate.

Foreign operations, like every other
subcommittee, has struggled to appor-
tion the substantial reductions in dis-
cretionary spending imposed by the
budget resolution process. Obviously,
this is not an easy task, and foreign as-
sistance should obviously not be spared
the responsibility of making a con-
tribution to balancing the budget.

However, unlike other appropriations
bills, foreign assistance has steadily

declined over the past decade, at a
time when both new threats and oppor-
tunities have emerged. To address
these needs has been a challenge for,
unlike other accounts, the administra-
tion of foreign assistance is the exclu-
sive responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment. This is not something that
can be handed off to the States through
a block grant. In fact, I think it could
safely be said that this is the diplo-
macy account, the nonmilitary way to
engage with other countries around the
world, and that is uniquely a respon-
sibility of the Federal Government.

The bill unanimously reported by the
Appropriations Committee reflects a $2
billion reduction and is more than 16
percent below the President’s request.
The administration asked for $14.7 bil-
lion and the bill provides $12.3 billion.
That is $2.3 billion out of roughly a $1.5
trillion budget. We have tried to bal-
ance the distribution of the reduction
as fairly and evenly as we possibly
could while protecting and promoting
priorities I think most of us share.

It is clear foreign aid must be better
connected to American interests or we
will lose all public support and risk
complete elimination of resources. Ac-
cordingly, we have emphasized those
programs which directly serve our eco-
nomic, security, political, and humani-
tarian interests. These range from con-
tinuing to support the peaceful transi-
tion to free market democracies in
Central Europe and the NIS to expand-
ing our international effort to combat
crime and narcotics trafficking.

Madam President, let me briefly
summarize each of the titles of the bill
to give everyone a sense of how aid can
serve our interests.

Title I funds export promotion activi-
ties. These programs have a direct—I
repeat direct—impact on creating jobs
and expanding export opportunities.
They enjoy bipartisan support as well
as the endorsement of a wide range of
commercial and manufacturing inter-
ests including labor unions, Fortune
500 companies, and small businesses.

It is no wonder since estimates pro-
vided from the private sector as well as
the administration suggest that 300,000
jobs and 40 percent of our economic
growth are linked to export activities.

The committee has provided $795 mil-
lion to the Export-Import Bank, slight-
ly over the House and last year’s level,
but well below the needs as reflected in
the request.

We have fully funded the OPIC re-
quest. Credit reforms laws require the
bill to indicate the amount of basic
subsidy which funds OPIC activities.
However, it is worth pointing out that
while we subsidize OPIC, the corpora-
tion is completely self-sufficient. While
we provide $79 million in subsidy, OPIC
is expected to generate over $200 mil-
lion this year which is returned to the
Treasury.

The third agency involved in export
promotion is the Trade Development
Agency which is funded at the House
level of $40 million, a sizable cut from

the request of $67 million. TDA’s prin-
cipal responsibility is conducting fea-
sibility studies and while important,
there is not as immediate and direct an
impact on jobs and exports as with the
sister agencies.

One of the most important initiatives
the subcommittee included in the
treatment of economic assistance is
the construction of title II. We have
consolidated a number of development
and economic accounts into a $2.1 bil-
lion account with very few earmarks.
Traditional earmarks for the following
programs have been eliminated: the
Economic Support Fund, development
assistance, the Development Fund for
Africa, child survival, basic education,
the Africa Development Foundation,
the Inter-American Foundation, and
the Ireland Fund.

I am not suggesting that these ac-
tivities will not be funded. All the nec-
essary statutory authorities to conduct
these programs are preserved. But, the
bill gives the President the flexibility
to make the decision on the levels and
the administration of programs.

My preference would have been to
simply provide a sum for the President
to allocate in accordance with emerg-
ing priorities. However, the ranking
member, along with other members,
expressed the concern that one account
might bear the entire burden of the
overall reduction.

To accommodate this concern, we
have included language that requires a
proportional distribution of the reduc-
tion. This means that accounts such as
development assistance and the Devel-
opment Fund for Africa will be smaller
than last year, but they will each have
approximately the same share of over-
all resources available this year as
they have in the past.

Since this is not an absolute mathe-
matical formula, some flexibility is
maintained. And, so far, we have avoid-
ed the detailed micromanagement of
specific activities which must be car-
ried out within the broader accounts.
We have avoided the inclination of past
years to direct funding levels for com-
munity colleges, museums and other
special interest projects.

Obviously, the Senate can decide to
divide up the economic assistance ac-
count affording no flexibility at all to
the President. I am not opposed to con-
sidering earmarks or recommendations
on spending priorities, but I would urge
each Member to carefully consider the
impact of beginning to further carve up
this small pie.

In addition to this broad category of
economic aid, we have funded programs
in the Middle East, Central Europe,
and the NIS—regions I think most view
as central to our security interests. We
have fully funded the Camp David
countries and included, once again, an
earmark for resettling refugees in Is-
rael.

The bill provides $335 million to sup-
port programs in Central Europe and
$705 million for the New Independent
States. Within the NIS account I have
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earmarked the following: $17.1 million
for the FBI for law enforcement train-
ing and investigations. With 5,000 orga-
nized criminal enterprises expanding
their activities into nuclear smuggling
and areas of operations to our shores,
our security interests compel an active
role for the FBI in the region.

Thirty million dollars is earmarked
for Georgia, where democracy is truly
under siege.

Eighty-five million dollars is ear-
marked for Armenia to mitigate the se-
verity of the economic consequences of
the war and the blockade. Armenia has
carried out important political and
economic reforms in the past year but
continues to need assistance to com-
plete the transition.

Another country that I have had a
longstanding interest in, going back to
the dissolution of the Soviet Union:
$225 million is earmarked for Ukraine
with subearmarks to address the ur-
gent priorities of strengthening the
private sector and developing energy
self-sufficiency. Although the adminis-
tration has come around to the view
that Ukraine has a uniquely important
role to play in regional stability, levels
of aid and the kinds of activities AID
have been willing to undertake lag far
behind requirements.

The sum of $15 million is set aside for
a Trans-caucasus Enterprise Fund,
which will complete congressional
plans to have each region benefit from
this innovative aid approach.

The NIS section also preserves the
option of transferring resources to the
Peace Corps to sustain their very suc-
cessful efforts. Overall, the Peace
Corps is spared the 16 percent reduc-
tion imposed on other programs and is
cut roughly 8.5 percent to $200 million.

I might say that the occupant of the
chair is, of course, a former director of
the Peace Corps and has been an ag-
gressive advocate for the Peace Corps
and its programs. He has certainly
made his views known to me as I
worked to put together the chairman’s
mark.

Although this is a popular program I
cannot understand why we need 149 vol-
unteers in the Dominican Republic. In
Africa, we saw an 18 percent increase
from 1994 to 1995, bringing the number
of volunteers up to 2,442. Unfortu-
nately, the days of expanding programs
are over.

Title II also funds our international
efforts to combat crime, terrorism and
narcotics trafficking. As I mentioned
earlier, I think these are issues which
every American understands has a di-
rect impact on our Nation’s interests.
In restoring public confidence that our
aid serves our interests, the committee
has increased support for these activi-
ties.

Finally title II provides $490 million
in operating expenses for AID. Each
committee which has reported legisla-
tion on AID has recommended different
levels of support. My recommendation
is based on a recent GAO study which
indicated the House authorization and

appropriations levels would not be ade-
quate to cover the cost associated with
RIF’s, closing missions and other
measures to streamline AID’s pro-
grams.

According to the GAO, $490 million
will require significant actions on
AID’s part to eliminate program dupli-
cation, close overseas missions, cut
personnel and otherwise accelerate
streamlining and consolidation. But,
let me be clear. This level will not
compel consolidation.

Although I have supported the two
attempts to pass legislation to carry
out consolidation of AID and the State
Department, the Administration has
indicated it will veto any legislation
which forces the reorganization of the
executive branch without its consent.
Given this unresolved situation, it did
not seem appropriate for the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee to move
ahead of the authorization committee
and include in a spending bill reorga-
nization or activities not directed by
law in legislation.

The rest of the news about the bill is
bleak. Title III, security assistance is
below the House level and the request.
I think this is unfortunate, but a direct
function of the budget reality.

Title III does provide authority to
transfer funds from the European and
NIS accounts to support the Warsaw
Initiative. I think there is strong bi-
partisan support for accelerating the
integration of former Warsaw Pact
members into NATO through joint ex-
ercises and training and improving
military interoperability. The transfer
authority provided should relieve some
of the pressure on the security assist-
ance account.

Finally, title IV, the multilateral
programs, are the hardest hit of all ac-
counts. With three exceptions, the
World Bank, International Finance
Corporation, and the Inter-American
Development Bank, we have not been
able to fund existing commitments.
Just one example tells the story. The
request for IDA is $1.3 billion of which
we only funded $775 million.

International organizations and pro-
grams were also drastically reduced
from the request of $425 million to $260
million. Frankly, this is an account
which has as many strong supporters
as it does vocal detractors. There are
some clear examples of international
agencies which have effectively served
international interests, such as the
International Atomic Energy Agency.
But, there are just as many with sloppy
management, guilty of waste, fraud,
and abuses. The committee has not
earmarked levels of support for pro-
grams within IO and P with the view
that contributions will offer the ad-
ministration the opportunity to lever-
age management reforms. No agency is
exempt from the urgency of reform and
I include one of our collective favor-
ites, UNICEF, in that category.

Let me now turn to Senator LEAHY
for his comments. I would like to point
out that the report takes note of the

ranking member’s dedicated service to
victims of landmines by establishing
the Patrick J. Leahy War Victims
Fund. This was a program established
several years ago to aid the recovery
and rehabilitation of the thousands of
people injured by antipersonnel mines.
Senator LEAHY deserves special rec-
ognition for his effort in this area
which the committee acknowledged by
renaming the program in his honor.

Let me also say it has been a pleas-
ure to work with my colleague from
Vermont. Before I turn to him, let me
mention one other item.

I think, Mr. President, Members of
the Senate would be interested that
earlier today the Central and East Eu-
ropean Coalition held a press con-
ference urging quick passage of this
legislation. This coalition, comprising
18 grassroots organizations represent-
ing 22 million Americans, strongly sup-
port this legislation.

I want to emphasize that because I
think it is frequently thought by many
that nobody in America gives a hoot
about foreign assistance. In fact, there
are many Americans who came from
somewhere else, or their ancestors did,
who care deeply about this part of the
Federal budget.

The Central and Eastern European
Coalition represents 18 of those groups.
They are very active in promoting bet-
ter relations, strengthened relations
between the United States and the var-
ious countries from which they come.

Mr. President, before turning the
floor over to Senator LEAHY for his
opening comments, I ask unanimous
consent that the statements of the coa-
lition be printed in the RECORD at this
point and I yield the floor.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COALITION URGES GREATER U.S. FOCUS ON
CENTRAL AND EAST EUROPE

(Statement by Eugene Iwanciw, Washington
Office Director; Ukrainian Association, Inc.)

The Central and East European Coalition
(CEEC), comprising 18 national grassroots
organizations representing 22 million Ameri-
cans who trace their heritage to that part of
the world, applauds Chairman Mitch McCon-
nell (R-KY) for his leadership in drafting a
foreign assistance bill which provides much
needed support for the countries of Central
and East Europe. We are particularly pleased
that the Senator and the Committee have fo-
cused additional attention on the non-Rus-
sian nations of the former Soviet Union, par-
ticularly Ukraine and Armenia.

The Coalition strongly believes that the
long-term national security and budget in-
terests of the United States require a strong
commitment to the transition of Central and
East European countries to fully democratic
and free market nations. That commitment
requires an active U.S. engagement in that
part of the world.

The Central and East European Coalition
believes that peace, stability, and democracy
throughout Europe serve the national secu-
rity interests of the United States. In this
century, the United States was called upon
to fight two world wars and a 45-year cold
war—conflicts which emanated from the
heart of Europe—in the furtherance of those
vital geopolitical interests. The institu-
tionalization of democracy and market
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economies in Central and East Europe is the
best means of guaranteeing that there will
be no further European conflicts which will
entangle the United States. We believe that
with the collapse of communism and the So-
viet Union, the objectives of peace, stability,
and democracy in Europe are achievable. For
those objectives to be achieved, however, re-
quires the continued engagement, support,
and assistance of the United States and the
West.

Since the signing of the Camp David Ac-
cords, the United States has wisely sup-
ported the peace process in the Middle East.
That long-term commitment is now paying
dividends with increased stability through-
out that region of the world. Similarly, the
strengthening of democracy and market
economies in the countries of Central and
East Europe will require a long-term com-
mitment by the United States. Forty-five to
seventy-five years of communist oppression
and tyranny cannot be eradicated overnight.

Continued United States engagement in
Central and East Europe must take various
forms. The most visible is our foreign assist-
ance. While we had hoped that the Adminis-
tration’s overall funding levels would be ac-
cepted by the Congress, we were particularly
distressed by the severe cuts that House of
Representatives made in the programs for
Central and East Europe, particularly in the
Freedom Support Act (FSA). We commend
the Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, under Chairman McConnell’s leader-
ship, for restoring many of those cuts and we
urge the Senate to adopt the levels of fund-
ing for FSA and SEED contained in the bill
as reported from the Appropriations Com-
mittee. We especially applaud the attention
which Senator McConnell and the Commit-
tee have given to the non-Russian nations
considered part of the New Independent
States (NIS). For the past three years, the
bulk of assistance to the NIS went to Russia.
This bill provides U.S. policy with the bal-
ance it should have in our dealings with the
nations of Central and East Europe.

Secondly, our engagement demands in-
volvement in the security issues of the re-
gion. We believe that the general stability
and security of the region can best be accom-
plished through the expansion of NATO to
include all the nations of the region who de-
sire to join the alliance and meet the criteria
for membership. For that reason, we strong-
ly support the funding for the Warsaw Initia-
tive and the NATO Participation amendment
which Senator Hank Brown (R–CO) will offer
during floor consideration of the Foreign As-
sistance Appropriations Act.

Thirdly, we believe that the U.S. assist-
ance should focus on those countries which
have demonstrated progress in the establish-
ment of democratic institutions and market
reforms as well as respect for basic human
rights. That criteria must also include a
commitment not to hinder international hu-
manitarian relief efforts. For that reason, we
endorse the Humanitarian Corridor Act
which Senate Majority Leader Robert Dole
(R–KS) will offer as an amendment to the
Appropriations Act during Senate floor con-
sideration. This amendment would suspend
assistance to any country which hinders U.S.
humanitarian relief efforts to a third coun-
try.

Fourthly, as U.S. assistance to this impor-
tant part of the world is unfortunately re-
duced, it is vital that the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) maxi-
mize the impact of every dollar of assist-
ance. For far too long we have heard about
waste, inefficiencies, and fraud in these pro-
grams. It is time to take the Beltway Ban-
dits off the public dole and to work through
organizations with both an understanding of
the region and a demonstrated, long-term

commitment to the establishment of demo-
cratic and free market institutions in the
countries of Central and East Europe. In the
six years since the Berlin Wall came down,
USAID has been unable to institute these re-
forms so we call upon the Congress to take
the initiative in reforming the delivery of
U.S. foreign assistance.

Finally, an aspect of our engagement in
Central and East Europe involves the flow of
information and ideas to the peoples of
Central and East Europe. For five decades,
the United States has provided the peoples of
this region with timely and accurate infor-
mation through the Voice of America (VOA)
and Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/
RL). These programs are as vital today as
they were during the communist period. De-
mocracy is still in its infancy in most, if not
all, of the nations of Central and East Eu-
rope. Few, if any, of these countries have a
firmly-established independent media, par-
ticularly electronic media. Today, VOA and
RFE/RL are playing critical roles in the es-
tablishment of democracy throughout the re-
gion. Last year the Congress enacted legisla-
tion which brings better coordination to the
work of the two broadcasting services. This
has resulted in substantial savings in the FY
1996 budget. It would, however, be a major
mistake to reduce the budget of the broad-
casting services below the levels currently in
the Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary
Appropriations Act and the Coalition strong-
ly opposes any such effort.

The United States spent hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars to win the Cold War. It would
be tragic were the United States to lose the
peace through short-sighted policies and il-
lusionary budgetary savings. An investment
in democracy building today will pay divi-
dends through long-term security and re-
duced military expenditures for the United
States.

In conclusion, the Central and East Euro-
pean Coalition urges the Senate to approve
the Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act
with the Committee approved spending lev-
els for FSA and SEED, to adopt the NATO
Participation and Humanitarian Corridors
amendments, to oppose any efforts to reduce
funding for VOA and RFE/RL in the Com-
merce-Justice Appropriations Act, and to
begin reforming USAID to insure that our
foreign assistance is used effectively and ef-
ficiently. We especially urge the House con-
ferees to accept these provisions during the
House-Senate conference on the bills.

COALITION URGES RAPID EXPANSION OF NATO
(Statement by Frank Koszorus, Jr., Member

of the Executive Committee; Hungarian
American Coalition)
The Central and East European Coalition

applauds the leadership of Senator Hank
Brown (R-Col.) who, along with strong bipar-
tisan support, will offer the NATO Participa-
tion amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Appropriations Act. Senator Brown’s
Amendment will establish a process to facili-
tate the expansion of NATO in a manner that
will advance vital U.S. geopolitical interests
in Europe and preserve its leadership role in
the world.

The Coalition is concerned with the glacial
pace of NATO’s expansion. The collapse of
the Soviet Union has left a dangerous secu-
rity vacuum in Central and Eastern Europe.
That region must be rapidly reintegrated
with the West to provide it with a sense of
security and to shore up the new democ-
racies. Rapid expansion of NATO to include
countries which are committed to the con-
cepts of democracy, market economies, civil-
ian control of the military and human and
minority rights would serve this objective as
well as the foreign policy interests of the

United States by ensuring Europe’s overall
stability.

The United States cannot afford to turn its
attention away from the Central and Eastern
European countries. Success in their transi-
tion to pluralism and democracy will vali-
date the many sacrifices we made to win the
Cold War. Failure will ensure a new world
order far less congenial to our interests.

The adverse consequences of our with-
drawal from Europe at critical times in the
past fill history books. Had we reacted firm-
ly to the turmoil threatening peace in Eu-
rope prior to the First and Second World
Wars, many American lives and resources
would have been spared. Similarly, the Cold
War would have been far less expensive and
dangerous had we not pulled back from the
heart of Europe and had we resisted domestic
pressure to ‘‘bring the boys home’’ before the
European political order had been settled. As
George F. Kennan wrote in 1950, ‘‘history
does not forgive us our national mistakes be-
cause they are explicable in terms of domes-
tic policies.’’

Today, we must not permit Central and
East Europe to languish in a security vacu-
um. Russian interests are not threatened by
the expansion of a defensive alliance. More-
over, stability and economic growth on the
Western borders of Russia can only benefit
Moscow.

Russia should not be isolated and mecha-
nisms, such as a treaty between NATO and
Russia, would dispel any lingering concerns
Moscow may entertain about an enlarged
NATO. Russia, however, should under no cir-
cumstances be permitted to veto NATO’s en-
largement. Western appeasement and indeci-
siveness will encourage Russian nationalists
to assert expansionist tendencies and cause
the U.S. and the West to lose credibility.
Russia itself is in a fluid state with voices of
nascent imperialism being heard with great-
er frequency. Yeltsin’s harsh outburst in Bu-
dapest last year and his even more disquiet-
ing threats following NATO’s bombing mis-
sions in Bosnia, vividly demonstrate the per-
ils of procrastination.

Continued Western hesitation in expanding
NATO would redraw the lines imposed by
Stalin and signal Russian imperialists that
they, in fact, enjoy a ‘‘sphere of influence’’
in Central and Eastern Europe. This ill-ad-
vised policy would be contrary to U.S. geo-
political interests in a stable, secure, uni-
fied, and democratic Europe.

Having won the Cold War, the United
States should not prematurely retreat from
the challenges posed by Central and Eastern
Europe, if only to avoid being drawn back
into exacerbated controversies. Expansion of
NATO to include countries which desire to
join the alliance and meet the criteria of
NATO membership is an inexpensive yet
vital insurance policy for the United States.

Senator Brown’s amendment is a welcome
first step in this direction. It must be fol-
lowed by concrete steps, eligibility lists, cri-
teria, and unambiguous timetables in 1996.
As we approach the 21st Century, we simply
cannot afford to squander a historic oppor-
tunity to safeguard peace and democracy.

COALITION URGES SENATE PASSAGE OF THE
HUMANITARIAN AID CORRIDOR ACT

(Statement by Timothy Jemal, Director of
Congressional Relations, Armenian Assem-
bly of America)
First, we want to compliment Chairman

McConnell for his leadership in drafting a
bill that gives prominent support to the
states of Central and Eastern Europe. We are
particularly pleased that Senator McConnell
and the committee are strengthening U.S.
support for the non-Russian New Independ-
ent States (NIS), in spite of an overall reduc-
tion in funding. This redirection in resources
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will make a tangible and permanent con-
tribution to the bold reforms taking place in
such countries as Armenia and Ukraine. In
spite of this overall shift, U.S. aid to the
states of Central and Eastern Europe contin-
ues to be reduced, requiring maximum effi-
ciency in the use of U.S. foreign assistance.
It is this objective that is embraced in legis-
lation supported by our Coalition and rap-
idly moving towards enactment.

Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole (R–KS),
Senator Paul Simon (D–IL), along with a bi-
partisan group of Senators including Chair-
man McConnell, will offer the humanitarian
Aid Corridor Act (S. 230) on the Senate floor
as a amendment to the Foreign Operations
Appropriations bill (H.R. 1868). The 18 mem-
ber organizations of the Central and East
European Coalition strongly urge the Senate
to take quick, decisive action—in support of
the Dole/Simon amendment. This legislation
espouses the fundamental principle that the
United States should not provide assistance
to any country which deliberately prevents
the transport of American humanitarian as-
sistance through its borders. The U.S. cannot
expect to meet the need for budget austerity
and achieve important foreign policy goals
without the cooperation of our allies.

The relevant committees in the Senate and
the House have fully debated the bill and ex-
pressed clear, bipartisan support. On May 12,
the House International Relations Commit-
tee approved the Corridor Act by a 27–7 vote.
On June 7, the same bill was again approved
by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
in a convincing 14–4 vote. To illustrate the
genuine bipartisan nature of the bill, it was
California Senator Dianne Feinstein who
successfully offered Senator Dole’s bill as an
amendment before the Foreign Relations
Committee. In addition, the Democrats on
the Foreign Relations Committee voted
unanimously for the Corridor Act. For the
third time, the provision was approved by
the House Foreign Operations Subcommittee
on June 8, and retained in H.R. 1868 when it
passed the House by a 333–89 vote.

Currently, the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe are undergoing radical polit-
ical and economic reforms to institutionalize
democracy and free markets. The success of
these reform programs will bring peace, se-
curity and stability to the region. The Coali-
tion will continue to work toward securing
the integration of our ancestral homelands
into the western political, economic and de-
fense structures. We oppose any obstacle or
impediment to furthering this integration
process and especially deplore the use of in-
humane methods to prevent any nation of
Central and Eastern Europe from having ac-
cess to U.S. humanitarian aid. It simply does
not make sense that the United States
should provide aid to one nation which in
turn denies U.S. humanitarian assistance to
another state. We are firmly united in our
view that U.S. assistance should be delivered
in the most humane, cost-effective, fiscally
responsible manner. This cannot be achieved
when borders are closed to thwart U.S. as-
sistance to people in need.

Senator Dole’s amendment does not single
out or exempt any country. All recipients of
U.S. assistance will be held to the same
standard, including such countries as Tur-
key, which has imposed an illegal and im-
moral blockade on Armenia since April of
1993. This blockade has resulted in slowing
delivery of U.S. aid shipments while sky-
rocketing the transportation costs. Most im-
portantly, the blockade has often precluded
the safe delivery of vitally needed U.S. hu-
manitarian assistance.

The Coalition believes that it is uncon-
scionable for any recipient of U.S. aid to use
the denial of food, medicines and other es-
sential humanitarian needs as a political

weapon. The United States should demand
that its allies maintain a simple, humane
policy that allows U.S. assistance to flow
through open corridors. As taxpayers, we are
rightfully indignant that the U.S. govern-
ment would provide hundreds of millions of
dollars to a country denying aid to suffering
people. There is no more cruel and cynical
policy than a government directive to block
humanitarian assistance to the most vulner-
able people for political or strategic ends.
That any recipient of U.S. aid would do so is
unacceptable to this Coalition.

We applaud Senators Dole and Simon for
their leadership on this issue. The amend-
ment is truly bipartisan, and a necessary ele-
ment in strengthening American credibility
abroad.

COALITION URGES REFORM OF U.S.A.I.D.
(Statement by Avo E. Ora, Director of Public

Relations, Joint Baltic American National
Committee)
Today, the Central and East European Coa-

lition is united not only in our support for
increasing foreign aid funding, we are also
united in our demands for the effective use of
these resources. Increased funding will not
advance our national security interests nor
Central and East European development if
the funds continue to be wasted on short-
term, less-than-efficient programs.

The end of the Cold War provided the US
with the opportunity to reshape Europe as
the Marshall plan reshaped war-ravaged Eu-
rope in 1947. America’s present policy goals
are similar to the goals outlined under the
plan—we seek to facilitate and secure demo-
cratic and economic gains in post-Soviet na-
tions, resulting in a stable and secure Eu-
rope.

Unfortunately, the US Agency for Inter-
national Development did not seize this op-
portunity and conducted business as usual.
Grants have generally shifted from Central
America to Central Europe but continued to
be implemented by generic developmental,
fee-for-service contractors who generally
lack interest, knowledge and long-term com-
mitment to the region. Although some long-
term, goal-specific USAID programs were
successfully implemented, they were more
an exception than the norm. The result is a
characterization of US assistance as wasteful
by Congress, the targeted states, and most
damaging of all, by the American people.

How can we increase the sustainable devel-
opment and effectiveness of foreign aid? The
answer lies in our recommendations for the
use of Region Specific Organizations in aid
implementation and a more open and ac-
countable grant procedure. These sugges-
tions evolved from our efforts to guarantee
the efficient and wise use of US taxypayer
dollars.

Our first recommendation is the use of or-
ganizations that have historic ties and long-
term commitments to the countries of
Central Europe and the New Independent
States. These Region Specific Organizations,
including many in our ethnic communities,
have high standards of professionalism, an
intimate knowledge of the political, eco-
nomic and social conditions in a given coun-
try, and language capabilities which others
lack.

Our second recommendation calls for the
public disclosure of specific tasks, goals, and
funding levels of USAID contracts, insuring
an open and fair process for awarding con-
tracts and grants, and simplifying the con-
tracting process to facilitate smaller Region
Specific organizations. Recently, USAID’s
lack of planning and commitment became
apparent when USAID attempted to unilat-
erally reduce funding for Armenia in fiscal
year 1996. In addition, USAID failed to sub-

mit a strategy paper for public comment. We
strongly recommend that USAID country
strategy papers be subject to comment by
the NGO and PVO community.

The Coalition contrasts the wasteful, re-
gion-wide spending practices of USAID, with
the country specific contracting processes of
the National Endowment for Democracy and
the US Information Agency which result in
much greater, quicker and more effective as-
sistance to these countries. Moreover, these
smaller agencies which have had and will
continue to have a long-term commitment
to democracy and free market reform in the
region, have contracting processes which are
‘‘user friendly’’ to RSO’s, such as those rep-
resented by the coalition.

Aid for Central Europe and the New Inde-
pendent States were designed to be tem-
porary. This finite time frame for assistance
only increases our desire for effective pro-
grams. Estonia is already slated for USAID
‘‘graduation’’ in 1996—other nations are on
the chopping bloc for 1997. While we agree
that US assistance should promote self-suffi-
ciency and not dependency, this goal is not
being pursued by government programs be-
fore or after ‘‘graduation’’. Estonia, for ex-
ample, called for ‘‘trade, not aid’’ but now
finds itself locked out of scientific and tech-
nical exchanges that would facilitate eco-
nomic development.

The United States has long-term strategic
interests and needs in the region of Central
and East Europe. Thus, it is vitally impor-
tant that all US assistance programs be de-
signed and implemented in such a fashion as
to further those strategic interests and
needs. We echo the calls to reform foreign
aid made by Chairman McConnell and his
Committee. After three years of the Admin-
istration’s failure to address these problems,
the Coalition calls on Congress to take the
lead in a top-to-bottom reform of USAID.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas who wishes to make a
unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ar-
kansas.

f

HELEN MCLARTY

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would
like my colleagues to know at this
time that over the weekend the mother
of our friend Mack McLarty, who is the
former White House Chief of Staff and
who is the special counsel to the Presi-
dent—Mack McLarty’s mother, Helen
McLarty, lost a long battle with cancer
over the weekend. She was a wonderful
woman, a great citizen of our State.

I had the privilege, when I was Gov-
ernor of our State, of naming Helen
McLarty to become the first female
member of the Arkansas Industrial De-
velopment Commission. She served
with honor and with distinction. She
will be missed by all, and her legacy
will last for a long time—remembering
this wonderful woman of great spirit,
from Hope, AR.

The services for Helen McLarty will
be this afternoon at 2 o’clock in Hope,
AR., at the First Presbyterian Church.
I am honored to have been asked by the
family to participate in those final
services for Helen McLarty.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. PRYOR. Therefore, pursuant to
rule VI of the Senate, I ask unanimous
consent that I might be excused from
further business of the Senate on this
day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair and yield the floor.

I thank my very good friend, Senator
LEAHY, from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I applaud
the distinguished Senator from Arkan-
sas for his comments about our good
friend’s mother. I know, also, the trip
he takes to Arkansas is not one of joy.
But we wish him Godspeed on his trip,
and safe home.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
pliment Senator MCCONNELL for the job
he has done in putting this bill to-
gether. Having served for 6 years as
chairman of the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee, and maybe for a dozen
or more years before that as a member
of the committee, I know how difficult
it is to put this bill together. He and I,
and our staffs, have worked closely on
this. I think we have the makings of a
bill the President can sign.

We have a time, as we know, when
many of our fellow Senators, both Re-
publicans and Democrats, favor cutting
foreign aid even further than it has al-
ready been cut in recent years. Senator
MCCONNELL has defended the need for
foreign aid to protect U.S. interests
around the world. I joined him in that.
But, despite efforts by both of us to ob-
tain a higher budget allocation for for-
eign operations, foreign operations
which, like defense, is uniquely the re-
sponsibility of a Federal Government,
our budget has been slashed. Today we
see the consequences.

This bill represents nearly a $1.2 bil-
lion cut below the fiscal 1995 level; a
$2.4 billion cut below the President’s
fiscal year 1996 request.

Had I written this bill this year I
might have done some things dif-
ferently. But neither Senator MCCON-
NELL nor I could have avoided serious
damage because the money simply is
not there. We ought to stop, and think,
as a country. If we continue down this
path in a very few years the United
States, which today is the only super-
power in the world, will have no money
to carry out foreign policy other than
to fight wars. We do not have the kind
of money to stop a problem from hap-
pening. Yet we can come in with bil-
lions after the problem occurs, to fight
a war.

There is not going to be money for
peacekeeping, none for supporting eco-
nomic development in countries that
hold great promise for American ex-
ports. The jobs that we create here in
the United States, preparing items for
exports—those exports are going more
to the developing world than to the de-
veloped world. Our increase in exports
is to the developing world but we are
not going to have money to support
economic development of those parts of
the world.

We will end up abandoning the World
Bank, the United Nations. Then we will
stand back and watch Japan and our
other allies fill the void. And they will,
because they are anxious to do so, be-
cause they know the long-term eco-
nomic and political benefits are enor-
mous.

We would be terribly shortsighted
now, at the end of the cold war, when
the United States stands as the eco-
nomic and military giant of the world,
if we just gave away our preeminence
by nickel and diming the programs
that might sustain it.

I do want to mention a couple of pro-
visions of the bill which I believe stand
between us and the President’s signa-
ture. I have heard from several Sen-
ators about these provisions, including
the ranking member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, Senator BYRD, who
mentioned them at the committee
markup.

One is the provision relating to
Korea. I am sympathetic to the chair-
man’s goals, but I am told by the ad-
ministration as a practical matter this
would prevent the United States from
contributing to KEDO. If we want this
bill to get signed, we are going to have
to substantially modify this provision.
I am told our staffs are already making
progress on them.

Another is the provision which would
cut off all aid to Russia if it proceeds
to the sale of nuclear equipment to
Iran. On the merits, I am in complete
agreement with this. I think of Iran as
a pariah nation fostering terrorism,
showing complete disregard for human
rights, and certainly unwilling to carry
out its obligations as a member of the
world community. But I also want to
be sure that either here or in con-
ference we modify this provision so we
do not jeopardize a program very much
in our national interest.

And, finally, I note that the sub-
committee voted 8 to 5 for my amend-
ment to strike restrictive House lan-
guage on funding for international pop-
ulation programs. I have to assume
there is going to be an amendment to
restore that language here on the floor,
but I emphasize this bill continues the
prohibition of funding for abortion that
we have had for years. It also prohibits
the use of any United States funds in
China. Further restrictions along the
lines of what the House has proposed
could invite a veto.

Now, this bill should not take a lot of
the Senate’s time unless people want
to make debating points rather than

policy points. We have already had an
opportunity to debate the State De-
partment authorization bill when
many of the foreign policy issues were
discussed. There is no reason to repeat
that episode in this bill. I hope that we
will dispose of any amendments and
dispose of them quickly if amendments
come up that basically just ask us to
retrod the ground we have already
walked on in this session.

As I said, I will put a longer state-
ment in the RECORD, but I do want to
say how much I appreciate the biparti-
san way Senator MCCONNELL and his
staff approached this process. I think it
bodes well to get this on to the Presi-
dent’s desk.

Mr. President, despite Senator
MCCONNELL’s and my best efforts, this
bill poses major challenges for the
United States as the world’s only su-
perpower. At a time when the global
threats to our security are too numer-
ous to mention, funding to combat
those threats is increased in only one
area, export assistance, and even there
it falls short of the President’s request.

In other areas it makes unprece-
dented cuts in programs that seek to
fight poverty, promote economic
growth, reduce population growth
rates, stop the spread of infectious dis-
eases, care for growing numbers of des-
titute refugees, combat ocean pollu-
tion, the destruction of biodiversity
and other environmental degradation,
deter the proliferation of conventional
and nuclear weapons, and countless
other problems that directly threaten
every American.

Again, this is despite the consider-
able efforts Senator MCCONNELL and I
have made to spread the pain that the
cuts in our allocation required.

Let me mention some specific pro-
grams, and what we have done.

For the first time, the bill consoli-
dates all development assistance and
non-Middle East economic support
funds. This means, for example, that
the Development Fund for Africa no
longer exists in this bill as a separate
account, and neither does population.
There are no longer separate appropria-
tions for the Inter-American Founda-
tion or the African Development Foun-
dation.

Frankly, this concerns me. The De-
velopment Fund for Africa has existed
for almost a decade, and a population
account since 1967. The DFA was cre-
ated, in large part, to protect this ex-
traordinarily vulnerable, poorest re-
gion in the world, and it has served its
purpose well. We need to be sure that
whatever we end up with in conference
adequately protects Africa in the fu-
ture.

Having said that, in order to mini-
mize the possibility that any of these
accounts or programs are dispropor-
tionately hurt when cuts are made, at
my request Senator MCCONNELL agreed
to include a provision that requires
that the cuts be made on a propor-
tional basis, reflecting each program’s
current percentage of the fiscal year
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1995 level of funding for these combined
accounts. Therefore, if in fiscal year
1995 the Development Fund for Africa
received 15 percent of the total appro-
priation for these combined accounts,
then Africa will receive 15 percent of
the total appropriation for these ac-
counts in fiscal year 1996. Again, I
know some people have concerns that
we should preserve the DFA intact, and
we will revisit this issue in conference.

I know the same is said of the popu-
lation account, and there are strong
desires in both the House and Senate to
maintain current levels of funding for
child survival and microenterprise
lending programs. As a longtime sup-
porter of these programs I completely
sympathize, but people need to recog-
nize that we cannot do everything we
once did and at the same time cut $1.2
billion from this bill. I believe our first
aim should be to ensure that each pro-
gram is treated as fairly as possible
when cuts are made.

I want to note my concern about two
other aspects of the consolidation ap-
proach. First, I do not believe it is wise
to include ESF in the new economic as-
sistance account. Interestingly, neither
the State Department nor AID is happy
with this approach. The danger I see is
that funds that have been traditionally
used for development programs will be
increasingly tapped for ESF-type ac-
tivities. I think it is predictable that,
particularly in emergency situations,
the State Department’s concern for ad-
dressing short-term political crises will
take precedence over long-term devel-
opment goals.

I am also concerned about the fate of
the IAF and ADF. While I recognize
that budget constraints force us to
make difficult choices, I want to know
what the practical effect will be of
leaving it up to AID to channel fund to
these organizations.

There is a somewhat similar propor-
tionality provision with respect to the
international organizations and pro-
grams account, which is cut severely in
this bill from $374 million in fiscal year
1995 to $260 million in fiscal year 1996.
The provision requires that funding for
several named organizations shall not
be reduced below their proportional
share of the current level of funding for
the IOP account. My strong hope is
that in the conference we can increase
funding for these programs so we can
maintain our leadership in them, espe-
cially those that are headed by Ameri-
cans.

The multilateral development banks
were also cut deeply. Although our
contributions to these institutions re-
flect pledges we made in the context of
international negotiations, we have
not lived up to those commitments. I
am very concerned that this year we
add hundreds of millions of dollars in
arrears to the hundreds of millions of
dollars in arrears we have already ac-
cumulated. My amendment in the sub-
committee markup to add another $200
million for the International Develop-
ment Association, $20 million for the

Global Environment Facility, and $20
million for the Inter-American Devel-
opment Bank’s Fund for Special Oper-
ations, was accepted by Senator
MCCONNELL. However, this still falls
far short of our commitments to the
first two of these institutions, which
directly support U.S. economic and en-
vironmental interests.

I was disappointed that we were un-
able to provide a contribution to the
North American Development Bank
which will provide funding to address
acute environmental problems along
the Mexico-United States border. How-
ever, I am hopeful that some of the
funding in this bill for the Multilateral
Investment Fund, which has a large
pipeline and at the current rate of dis-
bursement is projected to have reserves
in excess of $150 million by the end of
fiscal year 1996, can be transferred to
the NAD Bank.

I was disappointed that we were not
able to match the House level for inter-
national disaster assistance, but I do
want to credit Senator MCCONNELL for
providing a modest increase above the
current level. Nevertheless, I am in-
formed that the House level is needed
in order to avoid serious damage to the
humanitarian program in northern
Iraq, so this will be an issue for the
conference.

Senator MCCONNELL has substan-
tially increased funding for inter-
national narcotics programs. This is
one area where I would have preferred
the House level. I am not convinced
that these programs are cost-effective,
and there are too many other programs
in this bill that desperately need these
additional funds.

I want to mention several policy is-
sues, besides the three I mentioned ear-
lier, that concern me.

One is the conspicuous lack of any
reference to Indonesia in this bill. This
concerns me because of the continuing
human rights problems in Indonesia
and East Timor. The Congress had in-
cluded restrictions on funding for Indo-
nesia on human rights grounds in the
past several years, and I do not believe
the situation there warrants a relax-
ation of those restrictions.

Another policy issue that concerns
me is assistance to Turkey. The House
imposed a ceiling on ESF for Turkey,
due to concerns about the Turkish
Government’s treatment of the Kurd-
ish minority in that country. Despite
my own concerns about the rights of
the Kurds, I do not believe this is a
wise approach. I believe we have a
strong interest in supporting economic
development in turkey, which is an im-
portant and valued member of NATO.
However, I may offer an amendment
which I believe would more directly ad-
dress concerns about human rights and
the situation facing the Kurds. I also
included language in the committee re-
port which requests the administration
to submit a report on the efforts of the
Turkish and United States Govern-
ments to monitor the use of United
States-origin military equipment by

the Turkish Armed Forces. Specifi-
cally, this report should address the
use of U.S. military aircraft which, ac-
cording to the State Department’s own
reports, has been used to strafe and de-
stroy Kurdish villages. I and others
want to know what efforts are being
made to reduce the use of these air-
craft against civilians or targets occu-
pied by civilians.

Another provision I support is the
prohibition on assistance to any gov-
ernment or organization which cooper-
ates commercially with the Khmer
Rouge. The reasons for this provision
are discussed in the committee report,
but very briefly, it was included on ac-
count of the considerable evidence that
Thai military personnel are routinely
engaged in facilitating the export from
Cambodia of valuable timber by the
Khmer Rouge. These sales have pro-
vided the Khmer Rouge with a steady
source of income to continue their
murderous campaign against the Cam-
bodian Government and the Cambodian
people. This provision is intended to
encourage the Thai Government to
take steps to deter this cooperation.

Several other provisions deserve
mention. The bill includes an 18 month
extension of the Middle East Peace Fa-
cilitation Act, which enables funding
to continue for the Palestinians. It also
includes authority requested by the ad-
ministration for the drawdown of up to
$100 million in military equipment for
Jordan. As in the past, there are ear-
marks for the Camp David countries,
as well as Cyprus.

Last but not least, I want to mention
Ireland. For the past decade, the Unit-
ed States has generously contributed
to the International Fund for Ireland.
August 31 was the one year anniversary
of the IRA ceasefire, and the House bill
provides $19.6 million for the IFI. Al-
though the Senate bill does not contain
an earmark for the IFI, I believe it is
very important that the Congress sup-
port this program during this pivotal
year. While trade and investment will
be the engine that propels the econo-
mies of Ireland and Northern Ireland,
the IFI remains an important source of
funding during this critical transition
period.

Mr. President, again, there are as-
pects of this bill that I do not agree
with. There are programs that I would
prefer to see receive a larger portion of
the funds. However, I believe that on
the whole it reflects a reasonable bal-
ance between Senator MCCONNELL’s
and my priorities. Funding for foreign
assistance has been falling since the
mid-1980’s and future budget projec-
tions do not bode well for these pro-
grams. The Congress needs to recognize
that the reality is that this is not sim-
ply foreign assistance. The funds in
this bill directly promote the interests
of the American people. That becomes
clearer the farther into the future one
looks.

You know, Mr. President, there are a
lot of things where we can disagree in



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 13906 September 20, 1995
this country. There are a lot of politi-
cal issues we can disagree on. But I
hope that most Americans can be
proud of the fact that we have created
the strongest democracy that history
has ever known and we should be proud
of our position in the world. But we
should also understand our responsibil-
ities in the world. We are a quarter of
a billion people. We are the largest
economy in the world. But even though
we are only a small percentage of the
world’s population, we use close to half
of the world’s resources.

We have great opportunities but
great obligations. The opportunities
are to foster the kind of democracy
that the United States has known and
to encourage countries that want to
become democratic nations.

But we also have a certain humani-
tarian responsibility to the rest of the
world. God has blessed this country
with great resources and great advan-
tages. But at the same time I think
you can say there is a moral respon-
sibility to help those less fortunate. It
is not the idea of having some massive
giveaways. We do not. Our foreign aid
budget is less than 1 percent of our
overall budget. Much of it reflects our
own security interests. A lot of it is de-
signed to create jobs for Americans and
our export markets, and a tiny part re-
flects the humanitarian concerns of the
greatest nation history has known. We
may want to look at just how tiny that
percentage is.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2707

(Purpose: To provide for the streamlining
and consolidation of the foreign affairs
agencies of the United States, including
the abolition of at least two of the follow-
ing agencies: the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency, and the Agency for Inter-
national Development)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.

HELMS], for Mr. DOLE, for himself and Mr.
HELMS, proposes an amendment numbered
2707.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this
pending amendment will save the tax-

payers of America $3 billion, if and
when the Senate approves it.

This amendment will mandate the
abolition of three outdated, anachro-
nistic Federal agencies—the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency; the
Agency for International Development,
which is the foreign aid giveaway agen-
cy, Mr. President; and the U.S. Infor-
mation Agency. Reorganization of U.S.
foreign affairs institutions puts the in-
terests of the American people first, for
a change, and prepares the United
States for the 21st century. The Amer-
ican people voted for a change last No-
vember, if my understanding of what
the people wanted is anywhere on tar-
get. It is now the Senate’s duty to fol-
low through.

Before I proceed, I must acknowledge
that I have never, in my nearly 23
years in the Senate, seen such furious
lobbying by the executive branch, and
by the State Department, to resist cut-
ting spending and resisting reorganiza-
tion. They have made all sorts of
charges, none of which is true; they
have circulated all sorts of threats.
They may have almost intimidated
some Senators, but I do not think it
will last—certainly not in all cases.
But we must proceed, so that the Sen-
ate can decide whether it will join the
House of Representatives in saving the
American taxpayers billions of dollars
by discarding outmoded, anachronistic
Federal agencies that ought not to
exist anyway.

I will tell you one thing, Mr. Presi-
dent. There is nothing so near eternal
life as ‘‘temporary’’ Federal agencies.
They go on and on and on like
Tennyson’s brook, and they cost the
American taxpayers billions of dollars.

Now, I confess a reservation about
my own amendment, Mr. President, the
reservation that my own amendment
does not go far enough in changing the
situation. It does, however, go a long
way toward accomplishing the objec-
tives that I laid out in Senate Bill 908,
the Foreign Relations Revitalization
Act.

Just as importantly, this amendment
is consistent with legislation intro-
duced months ago—on February 15, to
be precise—a bill numbered S. 422, of-
fered by the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL]. Now,
the McConnell proposal proposed to
abolish the Agency for International
Development—that foreign aid give-
away crowd—and transfer its function
into the State Department. A similar
provision is incorporated into the For-
eign Relations Committee’s bill, S. 908.
American taxpayers would be saved
millions of dollars by cutting AID’s
overextended operating costs.

On May 11, the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL] ap-
peared before the Foreign Relations
Committee, of which I happen to be
chairman, and he said at that time
that his bill, S. 422, includes ‘‘abolish-
ing AID and consolidating the agency’s
functions under the Secretary of State
* * *.’’

He proceeded to say it would also
‘‘move assistance programs into the
State Department, reflecting my own
view that the U.S. foreign aid must
better serve the U.S. foreign policy in-
terests. The connection between U.S.
aid and U.S. interests has been lost
with agencies acting wholly independ-
ent of our collective interests and
good.’’

That was Senator MCCONNELL on
May 11 in his appearance before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

With all due respect, having praised
Senator MCCONNELL, as I have on many
occasions for his courage and his fore-
sight, I must say that the pending leg-
islation, H.R. 1868, is a far cry from
what he said when S. 422 was offered
this past February to the Senate and
about which Senator MCCONNELL was
speaking when he testified.

The pending amendment now at the
desk will get us back on track by
eliminating two of the three anachro-
nistic, wornout Federal agencies. In
fact, if Senator MCCONNELL would like
to direct that AID—the Agency for
International Development—be one of
the two, I will be happy to accommo-
date him. I do not think he is going to
want to do that because a great deal of
pressure has been applied by certain
Federal bureaucrats. They have con-
fused the issue and muddied the water,
and we may have to straighten out the
situation by careful evaluation of the
true facts of the situation involving all
of this legislation.

The congressional budget levels man-
date that Congress deflate bloated bu-
reaucracies in the Federal Government
by eliminating vast duplications and
by eliminating incredible waste across
the board. Every Member of this Sen-
ate knows that duplication and waste
has been going on. It is going on right
now, and it will continue to go on, un-
less we have the guts to do something
about it.

The amendment pending at the desk
meets the Budget Committee target
levels for international affairs required
to balance the Federal budget by the
year 2002. The savings thereby gen-
erated do not derive from excessive
cuts in international programs. The
savings derive entirely from reductions
in the sprawling foreign affairs bu-
reaucracy.

Let me say this with all of the sin-
cerity that I possess, Mr. President. If
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives, composing this Congress, fail to
seize this opportunity to consolidate,
the American taxpayers will be stuck
with a massive international affairs
budget which feeds a huge, enormous
bureaucracy.

So the Senate, it seems to me, has
two choices: One, it can save intel-
ligently through consolidation; or two,
it can cannibalize Federal programs.

As I said earlier, there is nothing so
close to eternal life as a temporary
Federal agency. The idea of eliminat-
ing these worn out bureaucracies—that
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were temporarily designated, and spec-
ified as temporary, when they were cre-
ated—is just as old as the agencies
themselves. During the past decades, at
least 89 studies have been made on the
subject of consolidating our foreign af-
fairs institutions. These have been con-
ducted by a series of administrations,
Democrat and Republican. I think, as
just one Senator, Mr. President, that
we should stop talking and do some-
thing to benefit the American tax-
payers.

In many respects, as I have said ear-
lier, the pending amendment mirrors S.
908, the bill reported by the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. The
State Department reorganization bill
thus reported by the Foreign Relations
Committee has been endorsed by five—
count them, five—former Secretaries of
State. Every one of them, without ex-
ception, supported the abolition of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy, the Agency for International Devel-
opment, and the U.S. Information
Agency.

All five former Secretaries of State
advocated publicly, in testimony, that
all three agencies be eliminated and
the money be saved. Now, the functions
of these agencies will be transferred
into the State Department, which in
the process will be reorganized and re-
vitalized.

I have to say that our good friend,
Warren Christopher, the present Sec-
retary of State, whom I respect and for
whom I have affection, concluded that
just such a plan makes sense. In No-
vember of last year, Secretary of State
Christopher submitted to Vice Presi-
dent Gore a reorganization plan, the
Christopher reorganization plan, a plan
similar to our reorganization plan. But
that plan, sad to say, lost out to the
bureaucratic lobbyists in the adminis-
tration—including the White House—
who care more about protecting their
fiefdoms than they do about streamlin-
ing the Federal Government for the
post-cold-war world. Indeed, it is an
irony, it seems to me, that Secretary
Warren Christopher’s reorganization
proposal was rejected, rejected by the
very same office that had been created
with great fanfare—to do what? To
reinvent Government. Some
reinvention.

Let me say, Vice President GORE—
and I liked him very much personally
when he was a Senator and now as Vice
President—but I feel obliged to men-
tion the fact that AL GORE promised
the American taxpayers that he would
cut $5 billion out of the foreign affairs
budget in the next 5 years while keep-
ing the bureaucracy in place.

I wanted to see how he could do that.
That promise reminded me of the fel-
low who applied for a job at a circus,
saying he could jump off a 90-foot
tower into a wet washcloth, which he
did. The only problem, he broke his
neck. You cannot cut down on the bu-
reaucracy without cutting down on the
bureaucracy.

In any case, our friend, AL GORE,
Vice President of the United States,
has not to this good day, this hour,
submitted the first syllable of a plan
for his proposal. Nothing. Zilch.

The Vice President has said simply
that he has no plan. But he does have
an opinion about others, including Sec-
retary of State Christopher, who have
tried their best to get this country em-
barked on the proposition that we have
to cut down on the Federal bureauc-
racy. The State Department itself has
not submitted even one syllable of a
formal authorization request for fiscal
year 1996, this fiscal year coming up.

Instead, what have we heard from the
State Department? What have we
heard from the Agency for Inter-
national Development and others? We
did have one pretty clear message
which somebody slipped to us over the
transom, a copy of an internal memo-
randum in which they outlined, Mr.
President, exactly how they were going
to oppose Senator HELMS in my effort
to cut down on the Federal budget.
They said the plan is to ‘‘delay, post-
pone, obfuscate, derail’’ the congres-
sional debate on reorganization.

Now, Mr. President, I have consulted
the highest levels of the administra-
tion on Foreign Relations Committee
bill S. 908. In fact, inasmuch as the
media has mentioned my visit with the
President on August 11, I suppose it is
common knowledge. I have never said
publicly heretofore anything in detail
about my meeting with President Clin-
ton.

He was very gracious and generous
with his time, and if I am able to read
the expressions on anybody’s face, I
perceived that the President was much
impressed at the detailed outline that
was presented that afternoon.

In any case, the pending amendment
provides enormous flexibility to the
President. I think that is why Mr. Clin-
ton appeared so receptive to proposals
contained in S. 908 to consolidate those
anachronistic foreign affairs bureauc-
racies.

The President understands that this
is an issue about good government and
about saving the American taxpayers
billions of dollars.

It allows the executive branch even
greater latitude than exists in current
law. It requires the abolishment of
only two or three outdated agencies.
As a matter of fact, I am willing to set-
tle for abolishing two of them—and I
will let them decide which two. But let
us do away with two of them, two out
of the three.

This legislation, this amendment at
the desk, does not—and I reiterate for
emphasis—it does not legislate every
position and office in the Department
of State. But it does provide an orga-
nized framework for consolidation and
it does provide necessary extraordinary
authority for a smooth transition to a
smaller, more efficient, far less expen-
sive foreign affairs apparatus. As the
President of the United States said on
the afternoon of August 11, ‘‘Who can

be against that?’’ ‘‘Who can be against
that?’’

I am not implying, nor should any-
body infer, that the President has en-
dorsed any plan. I do not know. He said
he was going to get back to me, but he
never did. I suspect that he was sub-
jected to some rather severe lobbying
from within the official family, but I
do not know that. But I do know that
consolidation of U.S. foreign affairs
and all of its institutions is obviously
the right thing to do. It is a wise pro-
posal on which unanimous agreement
should result. We ought not to be here
prepared to debate it. We should not be
here quibbling over $23 million or
whatever. We should be standing in a
phalanx, and: Yes, sir, we are going to
cut down the size of this Government
and especially the foreign aid giveaway
programs. Because, by doing so we can
save the American taxpayers, as I said
at the outset, billions—not millions—
billions of dollars. And in the process
we will be strengthening the hand of
the Secretary of State in the conduct
of U.S. foreign policy.

That is why five former Secretaries
of State appeared before the Foreign
Relations Committee and endorsed our
proposal that emerged from the com-
mittee.

Abraham Lincoln said it well, I
think. He said, ‘‘The dogmas of the
quiet past are inadequate to the
stormy present. The occasion is piled
high with difficulty, and we must rise
to the occasion. As our case is new,’’
Mr. Lincoln said, ‘‘so we must think
anew and act anew.’’ Abe Lincoln said
so many smart things, but he did not
say one that was any smarter than
that one. I agree with it and I think 99
percent of the American people, at
least those who are not on the Federal
payroll, will agree with what Abraham
Lincoln said.

The need for innovative thinking is
not tomorrow, next week, next month
or next year. It is now. It is time to
shed ourselves of these archaic, burden-
some, anachronistic institutions so
that we may enter a turbulent 21st cen-
tury—and it is going to be turbulent—
so we can go into that century with a
more effective State Department and a
more coherent foreign policy and one
that does not, as now is the case, bleed
the American taxpayer white.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado is recognized.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise in

strong support of the Helms amend-
ment. I would like to make this point
to Members. This is a controversial
amendment. It does involve dramatic
changes in the State Department and
the way we organize that function. The
choice we have is to spend $3 billion
extra on overhead, or to save that
money for real programs that help real
people.

The fact is, America is in transition.
We face tough competition from
abroad. We face tough competition and
problems in solving our own budget di-
lemma. That is going to be resolved in
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a happy way, only if we set priorities
and eliminate those things least effi-
cient, least productive, least creative
in Government and concentrate the
limited resources we all recognize we
have on those things most productive.
In short, the choice we have is to spend
$3 billion in foreign affairs that experts
tell us we can save through reducing
unnecessary overhead and salaries and
inefficiencies, and transfer that money
to programs that are vital, that are im-
portant.

Everyone concerned about Social Se-
curity ought to be in favor of this
amendment because this frees up $3 bil-
lion that can be spent to save Social
Security.

Everyone concerned about Medicare
and Medicaid ought to be for this
amendment because it frees up money
that can be reserved and used for those
programs.

It is not enough to pretend we have
the resources for everything in the
world. We do not. The distinguished
Senator from North Carolina, through
his innovations, has found us $3 billion
that we can reprogram for much higher
priorities. I hope, while this is a tough
decision, while it involves change,
while it involves sacrifice, it does in-
volve changing our priorities to move
away from overhead and offices and
unneeded supervision and unneeded du-
plication to a program that transfers
that money over to our most efficient,
effective and helpful programs.

I believe that is the essence of what
good Government is about on the na-
tional level, taking a look at our budg-
et and making sure it is spent in the
most logical, thoughtful, productive
ways.

The fact is that Democrats and Re-
publicans who served as Secretary of
State, who have served in that office in
supervisory capacities, have come be-
fore the committee and have testified
this is a wise and efficient and produc-
tive and efficient thing to do. We ought
to get on with it.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 15, LINE 17,
THROUGH PAGE 16, LINE 24

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Helms amend-
ment be temporarily set aside and that
we proceed to consideration of a com-
mittee amendment beginning on page
15.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 TO COMMITTEE AMEND-
MENT ON PAGE 15, LINE 17, THROUGH PAGE 16,
LINE 24

(Purpose: To clarify restrictions on
assistance to Pakistan and other purposes)
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to

offer an amendment to the committee
amendment and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
for himself, Mr. HARKIN, and Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN proposes an amendment numbered
2708 to committee amendment on page 15,
line 17, through page 16, line 24.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the committee amendment

on page 15, line 17 through page 16, line 24,
insert the following:
SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF RESTRICTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 620E of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2375) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (e)—
(A) by striking the words ‘‘No assistance’’

and inserting the words ‘‘No military assist-
ance’’;

(B) by striking the words ‘‘in which assist-
ance is to be furnished or military equip-
ment or technology’’ and inserting the words
‘‘in which military assistance is to be fur-
nished or military equipment or tech-
nology’’; and

(C) by striking the words ‘‘the proposed
United States assistance’’ and inserting the
words ‘‘the proposed United States Military
assistance’’.

(D) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ immediately after
‘‘(e)’’; and

(E) by adding the following new paragraph:
‘‘(2) The prohibitions in this section do not

apply to any assistance or transfer provided
for the purposes of:

‘‘(A) International narcotics control (in-
cluding Chapter 8 of Part I of this Act) or
any provision of law available for providing
assistance for counternarcotics purposes;

‘‘(B) Facilitating military-to-military con-
tact, training (including Chapter 5 of Part II
of this Act) and humanitarian and civic as-
sistance projects;

‘‘(C) Peacekeeping and other multilateral
operations (including Chapter 6 of Part II of
this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any
provision of law available for providing as-
sistance for peacekeeping purposes, except
that lethal military equipment provided
under this subparagraph shall be provided on
a lease or loan basis only and shall be re-
turned upon completion of the operation for
which it was provided;

‘‘(D) Antiterrorism assistance (including
Chapter 8 of Part II of this Act relating to
antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of
law available for antiterrorism assistance
purposes;

‘‘(3) The restrictions of this subsection
shall continue to apply to contracts for the
delivery of F–16 aircraft to Pakistan.

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding the restrictions con-
tained in this subsection, military equip-
ment, technology, or defense services, other
than F–16 aircraft, may be transferred to
Pakistan pursuant to contracts or cases en-
tered into before October 1, 1990.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsections—

‘‘(f) STORAGE COSTS.—The President may
release the Government of Pakistan of its
contractual obligation to pay the United
States Government for the storage costs of
items purchased prior to October 1, 1990, but
not delivered by the United States Govern-
ment pursuant to subsection (e) and may re-
imburse the Government of Pakistan for any
such amounts paid, on such terms and condi-
tions as the President may prescribe, pro-
vided that such payments have no budgetary
impact.

‘‘(g) INAPPLICABILITY OF RESTRICTIONS TO
PREVIOUSLY OWNED ITEMS.—Section 620E(e)
does not apply to broken, worn or
unupgraded items or their equivalent which
Pakistan paid for and took possession of
prior to October 1, 1990 and which the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan sent to the United
States for repair or upgrade. Such equipment
or its equivalent may be returned to the
Government of Pakistan provided that the
President determines and so certifies to the
appropriate congressional committees that
such equipment or equivalent neither con-
stitutes nor has received any significant
qualitative upgrade since being transferred
to the United States and that its total value
does not exceed $25 million.’’

‘‘(h) BALLISTIC MISSILE SANCTIONS NOT AF-
FECTED.—Nothing contained herein shall af-
fect sanctions for transfers of missile equip-
ment or technology required under section
11B of the Export Administration Act of 1979
or section 73 of the Arms Export Control
Act.’’

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this
amendment is an amendment that
deals with the subject of Pakistan and
the longstanding sale of military
equipment to that country and our fur-
ther domestic relations with that coun-
try. It is a compromise amendment. It
has been considered on the floor prior
to this, with extended debate.

I offer it in hopes that those who feel
strongly—and I recognize there are
Members who feel strongly on both
sides—will not only have an additional
opportunity to share their views with
the Senate, but allow us an oppor-
tunity to proceed and dispose of the
issue one way or another.

Mr. President, with this background,
I might mention that much of this
issue started back in 1979 which started
with an event which shocked America
and shocked the world. It started with
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
Pakistan’s neighbor to the north.

President Carter responded strongly
to this, and violated his understanding
and agreements with the Soviet Gov-
ernment. It spoiled a period that might
have developed into détente under his
leadership, and it particularly affected
our relationships with Pakistan and to
some extent India. It affected those re-
lationships because Pakistan was the
neighbor immediately south of Afghan-
istan and faced great danger. The So-
viet Union had made direct threats
against Pakistan for their assistance
and cooperation with the United States
prior to that and, again, the threat of
further Soviet retaliation against
Pakistan was highlighted when they
invaded their neighbor to the north.

It also aggravated the disagreement
between the Indians and Pakistanis.
The Pakistanis strongly condemned
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the invasion of Afghanistan but, trag-
ically, the leader of India rose and in a
speech supported and defended the So-
viet invasion of Afghanistan. It further
aggravated then strained relationships
between India and Pakistan as well. It
affected this country’s relationship be-
cause the United States saw a need and
an importance to work with Pakistan
to thwart that Soviet occupation and
subjugation of Afghanistan. It saw re-
newed and unique cooperation between
our two countries. It resulted in a se-
ries of additional sales of military
equipment to Pakistan as well.

Faced with the potential of the fur-
ther Soviet activity on the northern
border, we saw an interest in building
up Pakistan’s military strength. And,
thus, in a period between 1986 and 1989,
a series of sales of military equipment
were made to Pakistan. Specifically,
during that period, 1986 to 1989, we sold
them a total of 60 aircraft, a total po-
tentially then of 71, including 11 addi-
tional aircraft as part of the deal—a
total of 71 aircraft that were consid-
ered. These were F–16 aircraft. It was
not only a sale for United States indus-
tries, but it was a way to help
strengthen and support Pakistan’s
military defense that they faced: the
Russian invasion of Afghanistan on its
northern border.

In addition, there were $368 million of
other military equipment included in
this sale. That equipment was a sale;
that is, the Pakistanis paid for it with
their own money. But what happened
was, after that, two things occurred.
First, finally the Soviets understood
the folly of having invaded Afghanistan
and began a withdrawal and began a
settlement. Second, in 1990, the Pres-
sler amendment kicked in. The Pres-
sler amendment I think was well-inten-
tioned, and it was designed to prevent
nuclear proliferation. It was designed
in a way, though, where it was country
specific; that is, it applied to Pakistan
but did not apply to India.

India had developed—or at least we
believe they had developed—their own
nuclear weapons. But—this is impor-
tant—it did not violate the Pressler
amendment because the Pressler
amendment was not geared to the kind
of activity India was involved in; that
is, domestic development or primarily
domestic development of their own
weapons. But it did apply country spe-
cific to Pakistan. In other words, we
established in the Pressler effort a rule
that applied and was limited to Paki-
stan but not to India as it developed
out.

So two things occurred. The Pressler
amendment resulted in the
noncertification of Pakistan under
that amendment, and, according to the
Pressler amendment, the sale of this
equipment was cut off; that is, we were
prevented by law from delivering it.

So here is the controversy in 1990.
The United States has sold equipment
to a good ally and a good friend, Paki-
stan, a total sale of 1.4 billion dollars’
worth of equipment of which they have

paid for and we have ordered the equip-
ment to be built and are unable to give
the equipment to Pakistan because of
the Pressler amendment, and we are
also unable to give them their money
back. We are unable to give them their
money back even though we cannot
give the product because the Govern-
ment has turned around and contracted
for the production of the equipment.

So we are set in a controversy in 1990.
We have the Pakistani money or the
obligation. We are unable to deliver
the equipment, and we are unable to
give them their money back because
we have already spent it for the equip-
ment. Thus, for 5 years we have sat in
a controversy with one of our best
friends holding their money and their
equipment and not willing to give ei-
ther one of them, or not able to give ei-
ther one of them, to them.

The next thing that happened was in
1993 when Pakistan was faced with the
nondelivery, decided and agreed with
the United States reluctantly to cut
back their order of F–16 aircraft, which
is by far the most controversial part of
the package, from a total of 71, or the
60 they had purchased plus the 11, back
to a total of 28. So the total has
dropped from 71 back to 28. We are still
faced, though, with the package of $1.4
billion in military equipment com-
bined, which we have their money for
and which we are unable to deliver.

Mr. President, I should point out also
that there is a further problem here.
Not only does this nondelivered,
nonaccomplished contract aggravate
our relations with Pakistan, but each
year Pakistan has been charged with
and is required to pay storage costs on
the equipment they have paid for but
which we refuse to deliver. It adds in-
sult to injury to some extent.

In addition, the equipment each year
of these last 5 years has become more
and more obsolescent. Each year we
fail to resolve this crisis, the equip-
ment drops in value, the storage costs
and maintenance costs continue on,
and relations become more and more
strained between our two countries. It
is clearly in this Nation’s interest to
work out an arrangement to resolve
this longstanding dispute.

Mr. President, I also think it is im-
portant for us to keep in mind what
was behind the Pressler amendment;
that is, a genuine and a sincere inter-
est in stopping proliferation. So, in
thinking about settling this dispute, it
seems to me that we, as Americans,
ought to be thinking about a couple of
things. First, how do we resolve the
dispute without sending the message
that we are going to give up on stop-
ping proliferation? Clearly, as we come
out of this, we have to have in place
something that is a discouragement for
people from developing nuclear weap-
ons.

So it is important I think that the
solution come out. First, so that it is
fair to both India, Pakistan, and the
United States; and, second, so that
there is still significant deterrence for

people violating the structures, and the
disincentives, against proliferation.

Mr. President, that is what this
amendment is meant to do, a resolu-
tion of that longstanding controversy.
What does it do?

The amendment is very clear, and for
Members let me divide it into a couple
of parts. First, simply a clarification of
the Pressler amendment. That is, in
the cutoff of certain relationships be-
tween the United States and Pakistan,
we want to clarify some areas where we
think it is in our interest to not have
cutoff. What are they? For example, is
it in the interest of the United States
to cooperate with Pakistan in the sup-
pression of terrorism?

I think most Members would think it
is reasonable to say, of course, it is;
that in cutting off relationships be-
tween the United States and Pakistan
because of the Pressler amendment,
one of the things we should not cut off
is cooperation between our two coun-
tries with regard to suppressing terror-
ism. An example occurred earlier this
year. Within Pakistan, we were able to
apprehend, with the assistance of the
Pakistani authorities, a suspected ter-
rorist who was thought to be involved
in the bombing within this country of
the New York World Trade Center. We
asked the Pakistanis to arrest him and
extradite him to the United States.

Was that in our interest? Yes. Mr.
President, incidentally, the Pakistanis
did cooperate. Even though they faced
pressure from Islamic fundamentalist
countries that surround them, they ar-
rested this suspected terrorist and they
extradited him to the United States. I
might mention that that kind of co-
operation has not been seen by all
countries in the world and Pakistan
took particular risks in doing so. So I
think it is in our interest to have an
arrangement that allows us to cooper-
ate with them in suppressing terror-
ism. I think it is also in our interest to
have an arrangement that allows us to
cooperate with them in suppressing
drug traffic and arresting drug traf-
fickers.

Why is it important to amend the
Pressler amendment? The Pressler
amendment—and it is not as clear as it
might be—appears to cut off even as-
sistance that, for example, would help
them set up a lab, which is what we
have done with a lot of countries,
which would identify chemicals. So
what we have done in a number of
countries around the world is help
them with technical expertise to iden-
tify what is cocaine, what is heroin,
what these different chemicals and
drugs are, and convict the people who
are trafficking in them.

So the first part of the amendment is
reasonably noncontroversial. It passed
out of committee 16 to 2. What it says,
in the so-called economic areas, we are
going to clarify what Pressler means
and we are going to allow cooperation
in the areas of suppressing terrorism,
counternarcotics control, peacekeep-
ing, and multilateral nation building. I
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think there are a lot of examples. We
have gone to the Pakistanis in recent
years and asked them to help by send-
ing troops to Haiti, by sending troops
to Somalia. We want to make it clear
that there is cooperation allowed. In
other words, if we provide transpor-
tation, for example, for their troops to
go to Somalia to help us with a mis-
sion, we want to clarify the Pressler
amendment to make it clear that is al-
lowed.

So the first piece of it we believe is
fairly noncontroversial. It is clarifying
that the Pressler amendment in the
economic areas does not cut off areas
where I think most every American
would think it is to our advantage to
cooperate with Pakistan.

The second aspect should be fairly
noncontroversial as well, and that is it
makes it clear by law that we will not
deliver the F–16 aircraft, exactly what
the Pressler amendment allows right
now or provides right now, and it indi-
cates that the President is authorized
to sell the planes and return what
money of the Pakistanis that he can
through a sale of those aircraft to
other people.

Now, Mr. President, the only thing
new in that is making it clear that he
is authorized to sell them and return
the money such as he can. It does not
appropriate money for this purpose,
and that is an important difference. We
are not, as I hope we would eventually
and I think is important, by this
amendment returning the Pakistani
money. We are authorizing the Presi-
dent to sell those aircraft and authoriz-
ing the return of the proceeds from
what he sells, but it does not appro-
priate money. It merely authorizes a
resolution of that.

So what we have done is left in place
the major penalty for Pakistan in this.
The aircraft, the F–16’s, are clearly
things that the Indians are most con-
cerned about. They have indicated it is
their top priority. They have indicated
it is the thing that is most important
to them, to see that they are not deliv-
ered in the way of equipment to the
Pakistanis. The aircraft amount to al-
most three-fourths of the entire mili-
tary package.

So the way it deals with the second
area is it makes it clear that those air-
craft, none of them are to be delivered
to Pakistan, and if there is money de-
rived from selling them, that can be re-
turned to Pakistan.

Third, Mr. President, it does author-
ize the delivery of about a fourth of the
package, and that fourth is other
equipment that is described as insig-
nificant.

We have held extensive hearings on
this question. Every witness that we
had—we had a large number of wit-
nesses, experts from academia, mili-
tary experts, and a variety of other ex-
perts from the administration—every
expert that came in who talked about
this other package—that is, about a
fourth of the military sale—described
to us that these were militarily insig-

nificant packages. Both Democrat and
Republican, both liberal and conserv-
ative, both academic and military ex-
perts, all of them came in and de-
scribed this part of the package—and it
is $368 million of military equipment
that they have contracted and paid
for—as militarily insignificant.

Now, some critics have said, ‘‘Good-
ness, if you allow the delivery of this
equipment that is 5 years old or older,
it will upset the remainder of power be-
tween India and Pakistan.’’

I am happy to respond to that if it is
made in the Chamber, and I wish to be
very clear about it because the experts
we have asked, all of them have come
in and said, First, it is militarily insig-
nificant and, second, it will have no ef-
fect whatsoever on the remainder of
power between India and Pakistan.
India is clearly the dominant power. It
is 2 to 1 over Pakistan in almost every
military aspect and, of course, in popu-
lation has an advantage much greater
than that. So while that is a point of
contention in this, it is a controversial
piece of it I hope Members will put in
place. First, the experts say it is not
militarily significant and will do noth-
ing to change the major balance of
power between India and Pakistan,
which is clearly in India’s favor and
continues in a very significant way to
be in India’s favor.

Mr. President, let me deal specifi-
cally with what the amendment does
not do because I think that is impor-
tant. It does not repeal the Pressler
amendment. It leaves it in place. It
leaves in place a cutoff of military
sales to Pakistan. Even though they
have been our ally, even though they
have been our friend, they cannot look
to us even in difficult circumstances to
buy military equipment.

The military equipment that here is
involved is a sale that is 8 or 9 years
old and that they have paid for and for
which we are unable to return their
money. So what we are doing is not de-
livering three-fourths of the material
and delivering a quarter of it. But it
leaves in place the Pressler amendment
and the cutoff of sanctions. Second, it
does not create instability with India.
It leaves them with a 2-to-1 advantage
in military hardware. Third, it does
not—and this is very important, I
think—undermine the nonproliferation
efforts of the United States. It leaves
in place tough sanctions against Paki-
stan.

Some may feel this amendment does
not go far enough, that we ought to re-
consider those tough sanctions. But
this amendment does not do that. I
must say personally, Mr. President, I
think it is very important for us to
keep in mind that we have to have
credibility in terms of our strong stand
against proliferation. As some Mem-
bers may note, I have been one who has
been concerned about our negotiations
and discussions with North Korea. I
think we jeopardize the credibility of
our nonproliferation effort by what we
have done there. So I think it is impor-

tant to note this amendment leaves in
place tough sanctions.

Mr. President, I wish to suggest to
Members that there are three things I
hope they will keep in mind as they
consider this amendment. No. 1, Mem-
bers from my side of the aisle have
been critical at times of the President
in his conducting of foreign policy, but
here is an example where the President
faced a tough problem. He faced a
tough problem because it deals with re-
lationships with Pakistan and India.
He faced a tough problem because for 5
years we have had this equipment and
we have refused to either deliver it or
give the Pakistanis their money back.
Previous administrations had not been
able to deal with this problem, as dif-
ficult as it was.

Mr. President, here is a situation
where the President of the United
States faced a tough foreign policy
problem and found a solution. He nego-
tiated for this Nation and he developed
a good compromise. The compromise
he developed did not deliver the F–16’s,
which were the most controversial
piece of the package, and did deliver a
portion of the package, about a fourth
of it, that is not thought to be mili-
tarily significant.

He negotiated a strong compromise
that while it does not satisfy everyone,
it gets this problem behind it. No one,
I think, can look at this problem and
think it makes sense to delay further
in trying to resolve it. Every day that
passes the equipment gets older and of
less value. Every day that passes, there
is storage costs that impose a greater
and greater burden on the parties in-
volved.

The question Members have to ask
themselves is this: If they fail to pass
the President’s compromise, what do
they do to his negotiating position in
foreign policy? I think it is very clear
they undercut it. I think it is very
clear what happens. If you fail to pass
the President’s compromise in this
area, we send a message to the world
that they cannot negotiate in good
faith with the President of the United
States, that we will not back him when
he steps forward to settle difficult
problems. I think we undercut his posi-
tion and his credibility and his ability
to negotiate on behalf of the United
States in the future.

It would be a tragic mistake to take
an area where the President has shown
real leadership and real courage in
solving a tough problem, and to under-
cut him.

Second, Mr. President, I think there
is a very important thing we ought to
consider as we look at this package,
and that is how people around the
world will respond to the United States
when we come and ask for help, when
we come and ask for cooperation. They
will look at how we have treated Paki-
stan and they will make a decision of
whether or not they want to be our
friend and whether or not they want to
work for us.
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Mr. President, there is a simple

guideline for this solution as to how
Pakistan has responded. When we have
needed help and we have gone to Paki-
stan and asked for help, the Pakistanis
were there for us. Let me review the
record quickly.

In 1950, when North Korea invaded
South Korea, the United States went to
Pakistan and asked for their help in
the United Nations to vote against
that invasion and to authorize U.N.
forces to go to war to save freedom and
democracy in South Korea. Pakistan
said yes when we asked them for help.

In 1954, when we organized the
Central Treaty Organization, CENTO—
it was designed to stop the spread of
communism around the world—we
went to Pakistan even though they
were in a vulnerable position, close to
the Soviet Union, and we asked them
to join this military alliance to protect
freedom and democracy around the
world. Pakistan said yes when we
asked them to join.

In 1955, when we helped organize the
Southeast Asian Treaty Organization,
SEATO, and asked Pakistan to join
that organization, Pakistan said yes,
and stood shoulder to shoulder with us
to stop the spread of Marxism and com-
munism around the world.

In 1959, when we went to Pakistan
and asked them to sign a mutual de-
fense treaty, Pakistan once again said
yes to the United States. In accordance
with that defense treaty Pakistan al-
lowed the United States to set up mili-
tary air bases within Pakistan de-
signed to perform reconnaissance
flights over the Soviet Union.

Now, Mr. President, keep in mind
what this was. We asked Pakistan to
allow us to set up a base in their own
country that would fly our spy planes,
our reconnaissance planes, over the So-
viet Union, providing vital military in-
telligence to the United States. Paki-
stan, close to the Soviet Union, was at
great risk and great danger. And once
again, even at their own risk, Pakistan
said yes to the United States.

Francis Gary Powers, incidentally,
was involved in one of those flights,
which Americans will remember.

Incidentally Khrushchev himself
threatened to wipe this airbase off the
face of the Earth. Pakistan took an
enormous risk by letting us on their
territory, and said yes to helping us.

In 1970, when we wanted to open up
relationships with China, Pakistan said
yes to our request to allow Henry Kis-
singer to enter China through Paki-
stan, cooperating and setting up that
relationship with China. Even though
the Soviets were very upset by Paki-
stan, and in less than a year signed a
friendship treaty with India partly in
relationship to their anger, Pakistan
went ahead and said yes to the United
States offers for help.

Americans should note that it was
within a year after that cooperation
with the United States that resulted in
a friendship treaty between the Soviet
Union and India that India then felt

free to send their troops into east
Pakistan which saw the Pakistanis
lose that war and lose a significant
portion of their country.

From 1979 to 1989 the United States
went to Pakistan and asked them to
cooperate with us in and help us fight
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
through infiltration of military equip-
ment and other devices. Once again
Pakistan said yes to the United States
even though they faced great danger.

In the gulf war against Iraq in 1990
we asked Pakistan to send troops.
They did. They stood side by side and
fought with us to repel the Iraqi inva-
sion.

Since 1992 and 1993, Pakistan has
been at the forefront of peacekeeping
operations. We went to them and asked
them to supply troops for Somalia, and
they said yes. And we went to them
and asked them to supply troops for
the Haiti operation, and they said yes.
And in 1995 we went to them and asked
them to return a suspected terrorist,
and they helped arrest him and return
him to the United States, a terrorist
who was involved in the World Trade
Center bombing.

Mr. President, when we have asked
Pakistan for help, they have been
there. They have stood side by side for
America with America. They have
stood side by side with us in resisting
Soviet aggression. They have stood
side by side with us to stop and reverse
the Russian invasion of Afghanistan.
And, Mr. President, they stood side by
side to help us stop or reverse terror-
ism around the world.

Now, Mr. President, they are asking
us, asking us to treat them fairly with
regard to this sale that started almost
9 years ago.

Mr. President, at this time I would
like to ask that Senator HARKIN and
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN be added as
cosponsors to this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN. Finally, Mr. President,
let me suggest this: The reason we
ought to pass this amendment is not
for Pakistan, although that ought to be
a consideration, it is not for anyone
else in the world except for the United
States.

If there is one thing important to
Americans, it is that our word be good,
that our commitments be strong, that
people place credibility in what Amer-
ica does. Is there anyone in this Cham-
ber that is comfortable with us having
taken the Pakistani money and refused
either the equipment that we con-
tracted for or their money back? I do
not think so. Americans do not deal
that way with people. We do not take
their money on a contract and then
refuse to deliver on the contract or
refuse to return their money. We ought
to adopt this amendment because of
America and what we stand for and
who we are, because our word is good,
and our commitment is good, because
we do not cheat people.

We ought to adopt this amendment
because it is a fair compromise of a

tough problem that treats people fairly
and reasonably. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it would be wrong for us to both
keep the money and the military
equipment and to refuse to resolve that
problem. And that stands as a cloud
over the integrity of the United States.

Mr. President, I am proud of this
country. I think we deal fairly with
people. And I think we want people to
know that. We ought to pass this
amendment more than anything be-
cause it says a lot about the kind of
people we are and the kind of integrity
we have and the validity and the integ-
rity of the word of the United States.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the clerk will re-
port H.R. 1976.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations

for Agriculture, rural development, Food and
Drug Administration, and related agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:
Feingold-McCain amendment No. 2697, to

prohibit the use of appropriated funds for the
special research grants program that are not
subject to a competitive approval process.

Conrad amendment No. 2698, to provide
that producers of a 1995 crop are not required
to repay advance deficiency payments made
for the crop if the producers have suffered a
loss due to weather or related condition.

Bumpers amendment No. 2699, to reduce
funding to carry out the market promotion
program and to target assistance to small
companies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, under
the order, there are 4 minutes equally
divided on the Feingold amendment,
the first amendment to be voted on.

In connection with the Conrad
amendment, there has been a modifica-
tion submitted. In connection with the
Conrad amendment, I ask the follow-
ing: I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the first of the ordered votes,
there be 6 minutes of debate for the
Conrad amendment No. 2698, with 4
minutes under the control of Senator
CONRAD and 2 minutes under the con-
trol of Senator COCHRAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2697

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the pending ques-
tion is amendment No. 2697, offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
FEINGOLD]. As indicated, debate on this
amendment is limited to 4 minutes
equally divided in the usual form.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin is recognized.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, my

amendment does not cut a dime from
the Special Research Grants Program.
I want to make that absolutely clear.
It just subjects the proposals for fund-
ing under this program to new sci-
entific peer review and competition.

Second, this amendment does not ne-
gate the committee’s recommendations
in the report. It just ensures that those
recommendations, if they are funded,
have to pass a competitive test to be
sure they are merited.

Third, this amendment replaces the
political competition for these re-
search dollars, which I think is inap-
propriate for an ever-shrinking agri-
culture research budget, and what it
replaces it with is science-based com-
petition.

Currently, the defining criteria for
which institutions are awarded re-
search grants I am afraid is which
Members have the most political mus-
cle to get their projects approved by
the committee, and I think that is
wrong. I think it is unfair to U.S. farm-
ers for Members of the Senate and the
House to be spendthrift with these lim-
ited research dollars which continue to
shrink each year.

Last night, my colleague, the senior
Senator from Mississippi, said my
amendment would delegate this au-
thority to a ‘‘fancy group of scientists
on peer review panels.’’ Under our peer
review, $50 million is done by peer re-
view, rather than $100 million, which is
already done by peer review. Why the
difference?

I think it is appropriate to a have
peer review panel. I think there still
will be an opportunity for committee
members to identify projects they be-
lieve in and to put them in the com-
mittee report, but they would have to
go through, also, a peer review, and I
am sure most of them would do well on
this basis.

The point here is, if my amendment
is adopted, the projects would have to
be approved on their merit. We would
replace a political competition with a
fair competition.

Mr. President, I think it is irrespon-
sible of Congress to continue funding
these projects based on politics rather
than merit. I would say that the sci-
entists that are experts in their field
are far better qualified to determine
which projects are sound and which are
not than are the Members of Congress.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this item which I think is not only re-
form in the agriculture area but a re-
form in our entire budgeting process. I
thank the Chair.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me

say in response, last night we debated
this fully. We had the opportunity to
talk about all the different kinds of ag-
ricultural research—applied research,
basic research, research that is tar-
geted to specific problems of a region
or a State. There is a very carefully

balanced mix of research dollars in this
legislation. Some of it—most of it, as a
matter of fact—is done by the Agricul-
tural Research Service at Federal lab-
oratories, by scientists employed by
the Government. Some of it is done
through a National Research Initiative
which is a competitive, peer-review
program as the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin said.

Other dollars are allocated by for-
mula, or under the supervision of the
Department of Agriculture, which very
closely monitors the use of all funds to
determine that the research being done
has merit and will benefit American
agriculture. That is the important part
of this.

I am not so much concerned with
how we divide these funds, but we
think the bill before the Senate pro-
vides a proper balance. Members of
Congress have had a say-so in how
these dollars are allocated, and that is
how it should be. They are accountable
to the taxpayers. If you turn this all
over to a group of scientists some-
where, they are going to have their
own buddy system, in effect, and you
may see States and regions that will
get left out, and I think it might be my
region that may get left out.

You may have the large, more
wealthy and well-entrenched hierarchy
of academia in the Northeast and the
Midwest dividing up all the money
among themselves, and I am against
that.

The system we have now that is re-
flected in this bill and the appropria-
tions that we have made here and rec-
ommended to the Senate, I think, are
very thoughtful. They are well crafted
to make sure we serve agriculture
broadly.

I hope the Senate will support our ef-
forts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). All time has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to table the
Feingold amendment and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table the amendment
No. 2697, offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD]. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 64,
nays 34, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 447 Leg.]
YEAS—64

Akaka
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bond
Breaux
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Dorgan

Exon
Faircloth
Ford
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lott
Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Murkowski
Nickles
Packwood
Pressler
Reid
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simpson
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond

NAYS—34

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Brown
Bryan
Chafee
Dodd
Feingold
Feinstein
Glenn

Graham
Grams
Kassebaum
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lieberman
Lugar
McCain
Moynihan
Murray

Nunn
Pell
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Simon
Smith
Warner
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 2697) was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2698

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on amendment
numbered 2698 offered by the Senator
from North Dakota, [Mr. CONRAD].

Debate on the amendment is limited
to 6 minutes, 4 minutes under the con-
trol of the Senator from North Dakota
and 2 minutes under the control of the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the rollcall on this Conrad
amendment be limited to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2698, AS MODIFIED

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send a
modification to the desk and ask unan-
imous consent to modify my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify in accord-
ance with a previous order.

Without objection, it is so ordered,
and the amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 2698), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 82, line 15, strike ‘‘$795,556,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$717,778,000’’.

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . REPAYMENT OF ADVANCE DEFICIENCY

PAYMENTS FOR 1995 DISASTER
LOSSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graphs (G) and (H) of section 114(a)(2) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445j(a)(2)),
if the producers on a farm received an ad-
vance deficiency payment for the 1995 crop of
a commodity and suffered a loss in the pro-
duction of the crop due to weather or related
condition in excess of 35 percent, the produc-
ers shall not be required to repay the
amount of the payment on lost production
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that does not exceed the percent of produc-
tion on which crop insurance coverage was
not available, as determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The payments not re-
quired to be repaid under subsection (a) shall
not exceed—

(1) $2,500 for the producers on a farm; and
(2) $35,000,000 for all producers.
Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, this amendment is to

deal with what I think is clearly an un-
intended consequence. In many parts of
the country this year we have crop fail-
ure, most of it weather related.

Whether it is wheat in North Dakota
or Kansas, whether it is cotton in Mis-
sissippi, or corn in Iowa and Illinois,
we have a series of circumstances in
which unusual crop losses have oc-
curred. That has led to a perverse re-
sult.

Farmers across the country are being
presented with a bill to repay their ad-
vance deficiency payments and in
many cases they have no crop with
which to pay it back. What has hap-
pened is producers were paid an ad-
vance deficiency payment, prices rose
because of these crop shortages and
shortfalls and, as a result, farmers are
expected to repay their advance defi-
ciency payments. But those who have
suffered a catastrophic loss have no
crop with which to make these repay-
ments.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we
have order, please? The Senator de-
serves respect while we listen to this
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will proceed.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
no giveaway program. A farmer must
have a loss of at least 35 percent. It is
only on that part of farmers’ produc-
tion that is not eligible for crop insur-
ance that would be allowed any for-
giveness. There is a $2,500 cap per farm-
er. On a national basis, there is a $35
million limit. And it is all paid for. It
is paid for by reducing the authoriza-
tion for the Export Enhancement Pro-
gram from $795 million to $717 million.

I just say to my colleagues, this year
we had an $800 million authorization.
We are going to spend less than $400
million of that. So I believe these funds
are available for this purpose. It will
allow farmers to get forgiveness on
part of their advance deficiency pay-
ment in those circumstances where
they have faced massive losses; in
those circumstances where they have
part of their crop that could not be
covered by crop insurance. Where they
could have gotten it covered by crop
insurance, they are expected to have
done so.

It is paid for. It is fair. It will relieve
suffering as a result of the transition
from previous disaster programs to no
disaster program. I urge my colleagues
to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from North Dakota last night
offered this amendment. We talked

about it a good bit. I was determined to
come to the floor and move to table it
and ask for the yeas and nays.

But he modified the amendment. He
sent a modification to the desk and, by
so doing, this amendment applies na-
tionwide to farmers who have had
weather-related disasters. I am con-
fident that there are some situations
where there ought to be an opportunity
for some disaster assistance.

You may remember, I was on the
floor arguing strongly for a cotton dis-
aster program and the Senate did not
approve it. I think one reason why they
did not is that it was crop specific.
This amendment does apply to all
crops. It takes money from the Export
Enhancement Program to do this. The
payments are going to be capped at a
$2,500 per farmer limit. It may even go
less, because only $35 million is avail-
able nationwide. Depending upon the
needs out there and the justifications
for these payments to reimburse for ad-
vance deficiency payments where a
farmer has not made a crop because of
disaster, it may exceed $35 million. If it
does, there will be a proration of that
available money so each disaster vic-
tim may get less than $2,500.

I am going to vote for the amend-
ment but I hope this has explained it to
the extent Senators will know what
they are voting on and understand the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think it
is a bad amendment. I like farmers, but
it is a little early for Christmas. We
just did welfare yesterday, welfare re-
form, where we are dealing with low-in-
come Americans. My view is, it is a
great idea to give farmers $2,500. I
think in my State they will understand
if I vote ‘‘no.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. If I might just con-
clude, I would like to say this is com-
pletely paid for. It is paid for out of
farm accounts to another farm account
where there is, I think, a clear need
across the country, where producers
have suffered a catastrophic loss, and
where there was not the availability of
crop insurance to cover that loss. To
the extent there is crop insurance
available, no payment is available.

Again, it is paid for completely out of
other agricultural accounts.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. Does the
Senator yield time?

Mr. CONRAD. I think all time has ex-
pired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has expired.
The Senator from North Carolina.
Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I am opposed.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will need consent to address this
issue.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for 30 seconds
to address the issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I am opposed to
the amendment. The Senator says the
money is there. It came from the tax-
payers. We are simply putting $35 mil-
lion more into another program that
we should not be putting money into.
The fact we might have put it into
some agricultural bill and we are now
shifting it to another one makes no dif-
ference. We are simply spending $35
million of the taxpayers’ money.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question now occurs
on amendment No. 2698, as modified.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 64, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 448 Leg.]

YEAS—34

Akaka
Baucus
Bingaman
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Cochran
Conrad
Daschle
Dorgan
Exon

Ford
Grassley
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Leahy
Lott
Moseley-Braun

Moynihan
Murray
Pressler
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Stevens
Wellstone

NAYS—64

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Biden
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Brown
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth
Feingold

Feinstein
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Gregg
Hatch
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Levin
Lieberman
Lugar

Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So, the amendment (No. 2698), as
modified, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on amendment No. 2699 offered
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
BUMPERS]. There will be 4 minutes for
debate equally divided prior to the
vote.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2699, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for permission to
send a modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, the amendment is
so modified.

The amendment (No. 2699), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the
end, insert the following: ‘‘: Provided further,
That funds made available under this Act to
carry out non-generic activities of the mar-
ket promotion program established under
section 203 (e)(4) of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) may be used to pro-
vide cost-share assistance only to organiza-
tions that are non-Foreign entities recog-
nized as small business concerns under sec-
tion 3(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
632(a)) or to associations described in the
first section of the Act entitled ‘An Act to
authorize association of producers of agricul-
tural products’, approved February 22, 1922 (7
U.S.C. 291). Provided further, That none of the
funds made available under this Act may be
used to pay the salaries of personnel who
who carry out the market promotion pro-
gram established under section 203 of the Ag-
ricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) if
the aggregate amount of funds and/or com-
modities under the program exceeds
$70,000,000’’.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
LEAHY be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
would like to have the attention of my
colleagues because this will take just
about 1 minute to explain to you what
I have done on the Market Promotion
Program.

I do not believe that it is defensible
for the U.S. Congress to be giving
money out to the biggest corporations
in the world. I have no quarrel with the
thrust of the Market Promotion Pro-
gram.

So here is what I have done to that
program. Four things: First, eliminate
foreign corporations from eligibility;
second, leave all the agricultural co-
operatives as they are regardless of size
eligible for the program; third, we cut
the amount from $110 million to $70
million; and the coup de grace is make
it a small-business program. Small
businesses are the ones who have the
most difficulty in exporting. It is not
Gallo Wine. It is not Pillsbury. It is the
small-business community.

So I make it small business, other
than agriculture cooperatives. I make
it a small-business program as defined
by the Small Business Administration.
While that varies, it is essentially a
company that does $50 million a year
or has 500 or fewer employees.

Here is a chance to make the pro-
gram defensible. You can go home and
talk to anybody you want to. Your
farmers will love it because they stay
eligible. Your small-business people
love it because they will be eligible to
export. Everybody else will love it be-
cause you are eliminating foreign cor-
porations. And, finally, everybody will

love it because we are cutting from $110
million to $70 million in the full knowl-
edge that we are very likely to have to
do some compromise with the House.

I thank the President.
I also ask unanimous consent that

Senator KOHL be added as a cosponsor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Let me just make this point. I have

brought to the floor a chart showing
the dollar value of agricultural exports
by State. We are trying to aggressively
go after market share with our agri-
culture commodities. We are trying to
promote and expand the business that
we are able to do in overseas markets,
and we are making good progress. One
of the reasons why we are is because of
this program.

Senator BUMPERS and Senator BRYAN
have tried to kill this program. They
tried it back on April 6 when we had
the supplemental appropriations and
rescissions bill on the floor. The Senate
rejected their amendment. Yesterday,
it rejected an effort. Here is another
amendment. This is an effort to rewrite
the whole program that is under the
purview of the Agriculture Committee.
We should not be asked to do that on
the floor of the Senate. The Senators
are not that familiar with the details
of the program, the eligibility, the re-
strictions, and the safeguards that are
written in there already. In addition,
this amendment reduces the manda-
tory spending level for this program.
That is a decision for the Agriculture
Committee to make. They are under a
reconciliation instruction. I under-
stand the Agriculture Committee is
considering this change.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. GORTON].

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
amendment does not do what and ex-
empt what the Senator from Arkansas
says it does. He exempts co-ops from
his prohibition, but he does not exempt
the associations, which is the way
most of your farmers will operate.
There is not any apple grower in the
State of Washington, I do not believe,
who is not small enough to be a small
business, but when he operates through
an association, as he does and as they
always do, he will not be exempted
from the cuts that the Senator is im-
posing on him, nor will our asparagus
growers, nor will any of your farmers
who operate in that fashion.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for an additional 30
seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. The modification I
just sent to the desk took care of the
very thing that the Senator from
Washington was complaining about.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that this rollcall
vote be limited to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Mississippi to lay
on the table the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 62, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 449 Leg.]

YEAS—36

Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bond
Boxer
Campbell
Cochran
Craig
Daschle
Domenici
Feinstein
Ford

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grassley
Hatch
Heflin
Helms
Hutchison
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Lott
McConnell

Moseley-Braun
Murkowski
Murray
Packwood
Pressler
Shelby
Simon
Simpson
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thurmond

NAYS—62

Abraham
Akaka
Biden
Bingaman
Bradley
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Chafee
Coats
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
D’Amato
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Dorgan

Exon
Faircloth
Feingold
Glenn
Graham
Grams
Gregg
Harkin
Hollings
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Lugar
Mack
McCain
Mikulski
Moynihan
Nickles
Nunn
Pell
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Smith
Thomas
Thompson
Warner
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So the motion was rejected.
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I urge

the adoption of the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2699) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
RURAL TOURISM IN ALASKA

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
would like to engage my distinguished
colleague, the senior Senator from Mis-
sissippi, in a colloquy concerning rural
tourism in Alaska.

There are precious few opportunities
for economic development throughout
Alaska’s 210 rural villages and commu-
nities, reflected by the fact that unem-
ployment rates remain as high as 80
percent. Coupled with the geographical
separation of these remote villages
from other population centers, many
Alaskans are denied access to the basic
goods and services that stimulate local
economic development.

The single bright spot on the horizon
relates to growing interest in a rural
Alaska tourism industry. In response,
Alaska Village Initiative has, for sev-
eral years, sought to offset the decline
of traditional economic sectors with ef-
fective support to the rural tourism in-
dustry. I am told that approximately
$300,000 would be required to establish
and operate a Rural Tourism Develop-
ment Center, RTDC, the next critical
step to assisting these Native Alaskan
villages along the road to self-suffi-
ciency.

The RTDC will provide a range of
technical assistance services to rural
communities and individuals inter-
ested in developing tourism projects in
Alaska. It will be a ‘‘one-stop shop’’ to
assist entrepreneurs in developing
their ideas from start to finish. It will
also coordinate a wide variety of exist-
ing Government programs engaged in
some aspect of rural tourism develop-
ment.

The Department of Agriculture funds
rural enterprise grants to address just
this sort of need nationwide. Since
such a grant would appear to be highly
justified, I ask the chairman of the
subcommittee whether the necessary
funds could be provided to establish
and operate a Rural Tourism Develop-
ment Center in Alaska?

Mr. COCHRAN. As the Senator from
Alaska noted, the subcommittee did
address rural development grants, but
was unaware of the problem in Alaska.
I appreciate the Senator bringing this
problem to my attention. I urge the
Department to give equal consider-
ation to an application to address this
problem as those included in the com-
mittee report.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the chair-
man.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the
aquaculture industry is of vital impor-
tance to the economy of west Alabama.
In some west Alabama counties, for ex-
ample, over 20 percent of the total pop-
ulation is employed directly in the pro-
duction or processing of fish. The
Southeastern Fish Cultural Laboratory
in Marion, AL has played a major role
in this process. It’s my understanding
that there are similar facilities in Ar-
kansas and Mississippi.

Mr. BUMPERS. It is true that aqua-
culture is of great importance to the
States of Arkansas, Mississippi, and
Alabama. In Arkansas, the aquaculture
industry is growing by leaps and
bounds and the Stuttgart Aquaculture
Center has been vital to that growth.

Mr. COCHRAN. The same can be said
about the National Warm Water Aqua-
culture Research Center in Stoneville,
MS. The expansion of the aquaculture
industry in Mississippi, and the Nation
has been responsible for sustaining
rural economies that were recently in
dire situations.

Mr. HEFLIN. We now have an annual
trade deficit in fisheries products rang-
ing from $4.5 to $7 billion. This trade
imbalance is the largest of all agricul-
tural commodities and ranks second
only to petroleum among natural prod-
ucts. Our domestic aquaculture indus-
try has the potential of turning this
trade deficit into a trade surplus with
only modest support and encourage-
ment.

Mr. BUMPERS. While it is true that
overall, agriculture has a positive bal-
ance of trade, the aquaculture sector
does not. At the present time, the
United States does not have the pro-
duction capabilities to meet domestic
demand for fish and fish products and
therefore we are placed in the position
that we are forced to import to meet
the domestic demand. The aquaculture
industry has the opportunity to turn
this situation around and we should fa-
cilitate this process.

Mr. COCHRAN. Not only do we have
the opportunity to turn our trade situ-
ation around relative to aquaculture,
there is also a real human factor to be
considered as well. Nearly 300,000
Americans are employed in aqua-
culture related work. The catfish in-
dustry alone accounts for 121,000 do-
mestic jobs and nearly $2.5 billion in
income. If we are able to facilitate the
growth of this industry, the economic
impact potential is overwhelming.

Mr. HEFLIN. As my colleagues from
Mississippi and Arkansas are well
aware, the U.S. aquaculture industry
has grown more than 15 percent annu-
ally since 1980. As a result, aquaculture
has emerged as a solid alternative agri-
cultural opportunity and has allowed
farmers to diversify. The research and
extension infrastructure has been a
major resource for aquaculture. With-
out this research it is doubtful that the
aquaculture industry would have got-
ten off the ground.

Mr. COCHRAN. I could not agree
more with my distinguished colleague
and Alabama. The research that has
supported the growth of this industry
has been essential.

Mr. BUMPERS. Aquaculture is
primed to take the next step forward
and establish itself as an integral and
vital form of agriculture. What aqua-
culture needs now is to be consolidated
and coordinated under one depart-
ment—the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. Currently jurisdiction for
aquaculture is spread out among the

USDA, the Department of Interior, and
the Department of Commerce. The Ag-
riculture Research Service could truly
assert itself in this regard if the U.S.
Department of Agriculture is allowed
to assume a leadership role in aqua-
culture.

Mr. HEFLIN. In an effort to facili-
tate the continued growth of the aqua-
culture industry and provide the nec-
essary resource tools, it is highly desir-
able that all relevant departments and
agencies of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture, including Agricultural Re-
search Service, take steps necessary to
support research in the field of aqua-
culture and particularly to exercise its
authority to assist and help the indus-
try and related fields of aquaculture in-
cluding the cooperation with and/or the
assumption of fish culture laboratories
including the Southeastern Fish Cul-
ture Lab at Marion, AL.

Mr. COCHRAN. I agree that the sug-
gestion by Senator HEFLIN is desirable
and should be carried out as long as it
does not result in duplication of ongo-
ing research activities at other re-
search facilities.

Mr. BUMPERS. I concur in what Sen-
ator COCHRAN has just said.

CERTIFIED MEDIATION PROGRAMS

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I note
the chairman and ranking member of
the subcommittee are on the floor.
H.R. 1976 provides funding of $3,000,000
for grants to certified State mediation
programs. Mediation is a proven effec-
tive tool in resolving disputes between
the Department of Agriculture and
America’s farmers and ranchers. And
as you know, mediation has been used
for quite some time with regard to
loans.

However, current law [7 U.S.C. sec-
tions 5101 through 5106] also directs
certified State mediation programs to
offer mediation in other areas of dis-
pute with the Department of Agri-
culture. These areas include wetlands
determinations, compliance with farm
programs, including conservation pro-
grams, agricultural credit, rural water
loan programs, grazing on National
Forest System lands, pesticides, and
other issues as the Secretary of Agri-
culture considers appropriate.

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor-
rect. The statute provides that cer-
tified State mediation programs are to
be used for a wide variety of disputes
with the Department of Agriculture.
And as the law provides, in States with
certified mediation programs, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is required to
participate in ‘‘good faith’’ with cer-
tified State mediation programs.

Mr. CONRAD. While the legislation is
clear, there is a question regarding the
Senate Committee’s report language of
H.R. 1976. The report language states:
‘‘Grants will be solely for operation
and administration of the State’s agri-
cultural loan mediation program.’’ Is it
the committee’s intent that federal
funding not be used for other issues
covered by the certified State medi-
ation program?
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Mr. BUMPERS. No. It was not the

committee’s intent to limit the activi-
ties of the certified State mediation
programs as currently allowed by stat-
ute.

Mr. CONRAD. Therefore, it is my un-
derstanding that the report language
should not be read to limit or exclude
activities of the certified State medi-
ation programs that are currently de-
scribed in the statute. The grants shall
be used by certified State mediation
programs in a manner which is consist-
ent with 7 U.S.C. sections 5101 through
5106.

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. The report language should not be
read to limit the activities of the cer-
tified State mediation programs which
receive grants from the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senators
for clarifying the report language with
regard to certified State mediation
programs.

TOURISM AMENDMENT

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, last
night an amendment I had proposed to
H.R. 1976 was adopted unanimously by
the Senate. I thank the managers of
this bill, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] for their as-
sistance and cooperation in this mat-
ter. I also wish to thank the chairman
and ranking member of the Agriculture
Committee for their help and guidance
on this very important rural develop-
ment issue intended to clarify that
tourist and other recreational-type
businesses located in rural commu-
nities are eligible for loans under the
Rural Business and Cooperative Devel-
opment Service’s [RBCDS] Business
and Industry [B&I] Loan Guarantee
Program, funded in this bill in the
Rural Community Advancement Pro-
gram.

This is an issue that I first became
aware of, and especially interested in,
after a constituent approached me late
last summer at the Rusk County lis-
tening session I held at Mount Senario
College in Ladysmith, WI. The con-
stituent owns a tourist lodge in north-
ern Wisconsin and expressed his deep
frustration at a problem Wisconsin
tourist resort owners were having in
attempting to obtain financing for
rural development. Specifically, this
constituent was interested in obtaining
funding from the B&I Program to build
an 18-hole golf course next to his lodge,
but was told that recreational facilities
were prohibited from receiving funding
under the program. Concerned by this
information, I decided to contact the
Agency about the program. What I
since learned is a clear illustration of
why so many Americans are frustrated
with the Federal Government.

The B&I Program was established by
the Rural Development Act of 1972 with
the aim of improving America’s rural
economy by creating, developing, or fi-
nancing business, industry and employ-
ment in rural America. When the B&I
Program was first established, no re-

strictions were placed on guaranteeing
loans to tourist or other recreational-
type businesses located in rural com-
munities. However, on July 6, 1983, the
Rural Development Administration re-
vised its internal lending policy rel-
ative to the B&I Program and placed
restrictions on the program’s regula-
tions by prohibiting such funding to
tourist or recreation facilities. As a re-
sult, currently these loan guarantees
are not made available to tourist or
other recreational-type businesses.

This policy does not make too much
sense to me especially since tourism
can definitely play a major role in the
development of rural areas. In fact, na-
tionally tourism is a $400 billion indus-
try, and is a $5.6 billion industry in
Wisconsin alone. After initially con-
tacting the RBCDS in September of
last year, I was advised that the Agen-
cy was currently undergoing a review
of its loan guarantee policy. I urged
the Agency to consider changing its in-
ternal lending policy to allow guaran-
teed business and industry assistance
to be made to recreational-type busi-
nesses located in rural areas. I want to
make it clear that this policy is not
the result of any restriction in the au-
thorizing statutes, but rather an agen-
cy decision to restrict such funds.

In fact, a General Accounting Office
[GAO] report released in July 1992 on
the patterns of use in the B&I Program
came to the same conclusion. It sug-
gests that the B&I Program is
underutilized, which is due in part to
the Agency’s current restrictions on
using B&I funds for activities related
to tourism. Furthermore, the GAO rec-
ommends revising the B&I program
regulations to allow the selective use
of loan guarantees for these activities.

All indications are that the Agency
seems to be leaning in favor of adopt-
ing these changes. I ask unanimous
consent that two letters I have re-
ceived from the RBCDS indicating they
‘‘intend’’ to remove these restrictions,
one dated October 14, 1994 and the other
dated July 14, 1995, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, DC, October 14, 1994.
Hon. RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR FEINGOLD: Thank you for

your letter concerning the availability of
Rural Development Administration (RDA)
loan guarantees for tourist resorts located in
rural communities. RDA programs are ad-
ministered at the local level by the Farmers
Home Administration.

On July 6, 1983, the RDA Business and In-
dustry (B&I) loan guarantee program regula-
tions were revised and restrictions were
placed on guaranteeing loans for tourist,
recreation, and amusement facilities. A re-
cent study by the General Accounting Office
recommended that the agency revisit this
issue. As a result, RDA is considering devel-
oping regulations that would allow loan
guarantees in connection with certain types
of tourist and recreation enterprises.

The purpose of the B&I program is to cre-
ate jobs which will improve the economic
climate in rural communities and provide
lasting community benefits. You may be as-
sured that your comments in support of this
purpose will be taken into consideration.

We appreciate your support for this pro-
gram and hope that you find this informa-
tion helpful.

Sincerely,
WILBUR T. PEER,
Acting Administrator.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, DC, June 14, 1995.
Hon. RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR FEINGOLD: Thank you for

your letter regarding the proposed changes
to the Business and Industry (B&I) loan
guarantee program. As you know, under the
Department of Agriculture reorganization,
this program is administered by the Rural
Business and Cooperative Development Serv-
ice (RBCDS). We appreciate learning of your
concern and regret the delay in responding
to your inquiry.

We appreciate your interest in our pro-
grams and are pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to respond to your concerns. As you
note, tourist, recreation, and amusement fa-
cilities are currently ineligible loan purposes
under the B&I program. However, a study by
the General Accounting Office recommended
that the Agency revisit the issue of making
loans for these purposes and, as a result,
RBCDS is developing regulations that would
allow loan guarantees in connection with
certain types of tourist and recreation enter-
prises.

The proposed draft regulation would re-
move restrictions placed on guaranteeing
loans to hotels, motels, tourist resorts, beds-
and-breakfasts, convention centers and other
business involved in recreational services
that meet certain standards. However, the
regulation will continue to prohibit loan
guarantees for golf courses, race tracks and
other gambling facilities.

Currently, the regulations changes are
being reviewed by our Office of the General
Counsel. Unfortunately, we cannot predict
with any certainty when the final regula-
tions will be published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

Again, we appreciate your continued inter-
est in our programs and hope that this infor-
mation is helpful to you. If we can be of fur-
ther assistance, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Sincerely,
DAYTON J. WATKINS,

Acting Administrator, Rural Business and
Cooperative Development Service.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it has
been over 3 years since the GAO made
its recommendations and over a year
since I first contacted the RBCDS
about this matter. However, rural
America and, in particular, rural Wis-
consin communities simply do not have
the luxury to wait until Federal agen-
cies finally decide to act.

Mr. President, rural America is in-
deed at a crossroads in terms of con-
verting from traditional resource-based
economies which are becoming less
economically viable, to other types of
activities which also make a substan-
tial contribution to better living in
these areas. Tourism can certainly
play a major role in improving the
qualify of life in many rural commu-
nities and, in fact, rural tourism
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should be recognized for what it truly
is—a legitimate means to enhance eco-
nomic development in, and the
copmetitiveness of, rural America.

Tourism can, and does, create jobs
which help to improve the economic
climate in rural communities and pro-
vide lasting community benefits. How-
ever, without economic assistance to
help stimulate growth in rural develop-
ment, any such successful transition to
tourism may prove difficult. That is
why the Government must act, and act
in a timely fashion, to assist the econo-
mies of rural America.

Mr. President, this matter is of im-
portance to rural America. This
amendment is not controversial, and
will have no budgetary impact. It sim-
ply clarifies that tourist and other rec-
reational-type businesses located in
rural communities are eligible for
loans under the B&I program. I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment, and move for its immediate con-
sideration. I thank the Chair, and I
yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
to address the Department of Agri-
culture and Related Agencies appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1996.

The Senate-reported bill provides
$63.1 billion in new budget authority
[BA] and $45.6 billion in new outlays to
fund most of the programs of the De-
partment of Agriculture and other re-
lated agencies.

All of the funding in this bill is
nondefense spending. This subcommit-
tee received no allocation under the
crime reduction trust fund.

When outlays for prior-year appro-
priations and other adjustments are
taken into account, the Senate-re-
ported bill totals $63.2 billion in BA
and $52.8 billion in outlays for fiscal
year 1996.

The Senate Agriculture Appropria-
tions Subcommittee 602(b) allocation
totals $63.2 billion in budget authority
[BA] and $52.8 billion in outlays. With-
in this amount, $13.3 billion in BA and
$13.6 billion in outlays is for discre-
tionary spending.

Mr. President, there are two issues
that I would like to highlight. One
deals with a scoring issue and rec-
onciliation, and the other relates to
disaster assistance.

SCORING ISSUE

Mr. President, this bill includes man-
datory savings to offset discretionary
spending. I would caution the commit-
tee against including such savings in
this bill.

As you know, this is an historic year
in which we have set forth a plan to
balance the budget in 7 years. The
budget resolution contained reconcili-
ation instructions that would cut man-
datory spending by more than $600 bil-
lion over the next 7 years.

The authorizing committees already
have a very difficult job to meet this
target. These committees need the
maximum flexibility to achieve these
very significant deficit reduction sav-
ings.

When mandatory savings are in-
cluded in appropriations bills, it is gen-
erally to offset discretionary spending,
rather than to achieve savings for defi-
cit reduction.

There are six provisions in this bill
which result in mandatory savings to-
taling $521 million in BA and $381 mil-
lion in outlays—some of which will be
used in reconciliation.

One example is the freeze on the food
stamp standard deduction at the 1995
level, which is also in the welfare re-
form bill now before the Senate. This
provision saves $190 million in both BA
and outlays in fiscal year 1996.

Because welfare reform is likely to
be included in reconciliation, this pro-
vision will count toward the reconcili-
ation instruction of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee.

We made a commitment this year to
deficit reduction. We cannot accom-
plish this goal by double-counting sav-
ings in both appropriations and rec-
onciliation bills.

The House struck most of the provi-
sions from its bill at the insistence of
the leadership and on behalf of the au-
thorizing committee because the House
fully intends most of these savings to
be included in the reconciliation bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the chairman of
the House Agriculture Committee out-
lining the need for the authorizing
committees and appropriations com-
mittees to respect the jurisdictional
parameters on mandatory and discre-
tionary spending be inserted in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,

Washington, DC, September 18, 1995.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Senate Committee on the Budget,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During consideration

of its 1996 Agriculture Appropriations bill,
House Appropriators and Authorizers went
through a very difficult and exhausting
round of talks on the issue of mandatory and
discretionary spending authority. Accord-
ingly, in an agreement worked out by the
House Leadership, the agriculture authoriz-
ing committee was directed to stay within
the bounds of mandatory spending accounts
and the agriculture appropriations sub-
committee within the parameters of discre-
tionary spending accounts.

It is my understanding that you are faced
with a similar situation in several of the FY
96 appropriation bills coming before the Sen-
ate. I would have to agree with you that in
addition to the leadership generated accord
on this issue in this body, it has indeed been
a gentleman’s agreement that the appropri-
ators do not steal from the authorizers and
the authorizers do not steal from the appro-
priators. At a time when funds are diminish-
ing rapidly in both the discretionary and
mandatory side of the agriculture equation,
each committee is being required to reform
and drastically reduce its funding. Thus, in-
trusions by the various committees into ac-
counts not under their purview are particu-
larly harmful to the budgetary and policy re-
form process.

With this in mind, I was disappointed to
learn that not only has the Senate Appro-

priations Committee chosen to disregard the
will of the House on the issue of mandatory
and discretionary spending, they have done
so to the tune of over $800 million. This not
only disregards sound fiscal and budgetary
policy, but it also threatens real reform of
agriculture programs and the efforts of this
committee to reform mandatory entitlement
spending.

I appreciate your tireless efforts to reduce
the budget deficit and bring sanity to the
federal budget. I want to pledge to you the
full support of my committee and our col-
leagues in the House who represent rural dis-
tricts and enlist your support in opposing
any agriculture appropriations bill that con-
tains spending cuts by the appropriations
committees to mandatory programs.

With best regards.
Sincerely,

PAT ROBERTS,
Chairman.

Enclosure.

AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE
[Spending totals—House-passed bill (fiscal year 1996, in millions of

dollars)]

Budget
authority Outlays

Nondefense discretionary:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions

completed ...................................................... ................ 3,751
H.R. 1976, as passed by the House ................. 13,310 9,841
Scorekeeping adjustment ................................... ................ ..............

Subtotal nondefense discretionary ........... 13,310 13,592

Mandatory:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions

completed ...................................................... 501 3,337
H.R. 1976, as passed by the House ................. 48,721 35,750
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs

with Budget.
Resolution assumptions ..................................... 620 90

Subtotal mandatory ........................................... 49,842 39,177

Adjusted bill total ..................................... 63,152 52,769

Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary ......................................... ................ ..............
Nondefense discretionary ................................... 13,310 13,608
Violent crime reduction trust fund .................... ................ ..............
Mandatory .......................................................... 49,842 39,177

Total allocation ......................................... 63,152 52,785

Adjusted bill total compared to Senate Subcommit-
tee 602(b) allocation:

Defense discretionary ......................................... ................ ..............
Nondefense discretionary ................................... 0 ¥16
Violent crime reduction trust fund .................... ................ ..............
Mandatory .......................................................... ................ ..............

Total allocation ......................................... 0 ¥16

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
concerned that the authorizing com-
mittees will not have full flexibility if
appropriation bills continue to use
mandatory savings to offset discre-
tionary spending.

I would hope that the authorizing
and Appropriations Committee would
resolve this issue in conference.

CROP INSURANCE

The Senate-reported bill includes $41
million in an hoc disaster assistance
for the 1995 crop of cotton that was ad-
versely affected by insect damage.

I would like to remind everyone that
a $5 billion baseline adjustment was
made last year to accommodate crop
insurance reform, which was enacted
into law.

The crop insurance reform was sup-
posed to replace the system of provid-
ing assistance through ad hoc disaster
legislation.

On August 25, 1994, I stated on the
Senate floor that the crop insurance
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reform will only work if Congress re-
strains itself from providing future ad
hoc disaster assistance.

I also said this will be difficult based
on past experiences. What I have said
has come true, and I believe that this
is the beginning of the end of the newly
reformed crop insurance program if we
continue along the path that the Sen-
ate-reported bill has taken.

The administration strongly objects
to this provision in the bill stating
that it is in direct conflict with one of
the major tenets of last year’s crop in-
surance reform, namely, that farmers
would be discouraged from risk-man-
agement through crop insurance as
long as Federal crop disaster payments
were continually provided on an ad hoc
basis.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to indicate that I intend to vote
for H.R.1976, the Agriculture Appro-
priations Act of 1995.

I believe that H.R.1976 is a reasonable
piece of legislation that establishes
adequate funding levels for one of the
most important segments of our Na-
tion s economy, the American farm and
farmer.

While I intend to vote for this legis-
lation, I remain very concerned by the
actions of the Senate last night in ap-
proving the amendment offered by our
colleague from Alaska, Senator STE-
VENS, to direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to take away from the Under
Secretary for Natural Resources and
Environment any responsibility in the
areas he now administers relating to
forest management.

As many of my colleagues who op-
posed this amendment have noted, we
here in the Senate often disagree vehe-
mently on matters of policy. I have dis-
agreed with my Republican colleagues
in the Senate, and I have disagreed
with my Democratic colleagues in the
Senate. I have disagreed with both
Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations. However, Mr. President, I am
concerned that, in adopting the amend-
ment by the Senator from Alaska, we
have crossed the boundary of reason-
able policy differences. I am afraid that
we have strayed into an area where
when we disagree with someone in the
Administration, we can simply come to
the floor and in essence fire that per-
son. Mr. President, that is a dangerous
and, I think, wrong precedent to be set-
ting. Congress should let the executive
branch direct the internal, personnel
affairs of the executive branch. That is
the system that the Constitution es-
tablishes and we should not try to un-
dermine that by legislative fiat.

Again, Mr. President, I will vote for
the agriculture appropriations bill,
however, it is my sincere hope that the
conference committee will remove the
language added by the Senator from
Alaska s amendment. If not, I will have
serious concerns about being able to
support the conference report.

LAND GRANT FUNDING FOR TRIBAL COLLEGES

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to offer my strong support for

the amendment offered by my col-
league from New Mexico. This amend-
ment would provide $8.15 million in
funding for extension, education and
capacity-building programs for the 29
tribal colleges in this country.

The programs authorized under the
Equity in Education Land-Grant Act of
1994 for fiscal year 1996 include a $4.6
million endowment payment for tribal
colleges, which currently serve nearly
25,000 students. However, the law also
authorized $1.45 million for curriculum
strengthening grants, the $1.7 million
for competitive capacity building
grants, and the $5 million for extension
programs—and these critical areas re-
main unfunded.

Land grant status has created new
opportunities for tribal colleges and for
the people served by them. To date, bil-
lions of dollars in land-grant programs
for rural America have produced tre-
mendous educational and economic
benefits, but Indian lands have received
very little. This makes no sense. Large
amounts of Indian agricultural land is
idle or underdeveloped, largely due to a
lack of adequate agricultural training
on reservations. And since 75 percent of
54.5 million acres of Indian land in this
country is agricultural, a critical com-
ponent of long-term economic self-suf-
ficiency of tribes is helping people on
reservations receive the training they
need to use this land to its potential.

Tribal colleges, such as Turtle Moun-
tain Community College in Belcourt,
ND, can provide this training. Even
though they are located in areas where
unemployment ranges from 45 to 86
percent, tribal college graduates are
employed at rates of 74 to 85 percent—
which means these graduates have con-
tributed millions of dollars in Federal
taxes and provided leadership in their
communities.

The need for agriculture training is
extremely high on reservations, but it
has not been met to date. And if tribes
are to develop their natural resources
and become more economically self-
sufficient, we must meet that need.
That is why I am pleased to support
the Bingaman amendment, and I hope
my colleagues will do the same.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
the engrossment of the amendments
and third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am

going to ask unanimous consent—we
are probably not going to take any
time for debate before the vote on final
passage. I ask unanimous consent there
be 10 minutes available for concluding
remarks before the vote on final pas-
sage. I do not expect that to be used,
but I put that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of the time on this
side.

I ask for the yeas and nays, and I ask
unanimous consent that this vote be
limited to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the re-

maining time yielded back?
Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back such

time as I may have remaining.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill, as amended,
pass? The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 95,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 450 Leg.]

YEAS—95

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon

Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simon
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone

NAYS—3

Kyl McCain Roth

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So the bill (H.R. 1976), as amended,
was passed.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments to H.R. 1976 and request a con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives on the disagreeing votes of the
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two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
be authorized to appoint conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. CAMPBELL) ap-
pointed Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr.
BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. MCCONNELL,
Mr. BURNS, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. BUMP-
ERS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERREY, Mr.
JOHNSTON, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. BYRD
conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I want
to compliment the good effort of all of
the members of our committee and our
staffs for the work they have done in
preparing this bill, in getting it to the
floor and handling the bill and answer-
ing questions, and my colleagues’ deal-
ing with amendments and all of the
things that go into managing a bill on
the floor of the Senate.

We appreciate the cooperation of all
Senators in getting the bill passed in a
timely fashion.

I especially want to single out for
praise the staff members of this sub-
committee: Rebecca Davies, Hunt
Shipman, Jimmie Reynolds, Galen
Fountain, and Carole Geagley. We
thank them very much for their hard
work and their expert assistance.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 2708

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would note the pending question
now is the Brown second-degree amend-
ment to the committee on page 16 of
H.R. 1868.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for about 7 or 8 minutes in morn-
ing business.

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, I will not object,
but the distinguished Senators were
concerned about the Pakistan amend-
ment I have offered. I will make avail-
able an intelligence briefing to Sen-
ators in the near period.

I will not object to this, but I do
want the Senate to know that I believe
Senator LEVIN from Michigan and oth-
ers will arrange for an intelligence
briefing related to this, and those in-
terested should contact Senator LEVIN
for that briefing. I think that may
speed it up.

I do not object.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield? I inquire of the Sen-
ator from Colorado whether he objects
to our temporarily laying aside his
amendment and taking up other
amendments?

Mr. BROWN. The concerns expressed
by Senator LEVIN and Senator GLENN
do request some additional time for
this briefing. I think it would be only
due courtesy to them to allow some ad-

ditional time, so I will not object to
moving ahead with the D’Amato
amendment.

Mr. GLENN. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, it is a lit-
tle premature to say we have this set
up or to imply we do because we do not
have it set up. We do not know whether
we can get the proper official to do the
briefing. We will arrange that as fast as
we can and let everybody know about
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey for 7 minutes
under morning business?

Hearing no objection, the Senator is
recognized.

f

FDA SHOULD REGULATE TOBACCO

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
wanted to take a little time to com-
ment on some legislation that was in-
troduced this morning by my col-
league, friend, and distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky earlier this day,
having to do with tobacco.

Mr. President, let me begin by com-
mending the Senator from Kentucky
for his acknowledgment that smoking
is a serious public health problem
among our young people.

Senator FORD’s legislation seeks to
curb advertising directed at young peo-
ple and to limit children’s access to to-
bacco. These are important goals. How-
ever, I strongly oppose the provision in
the Senator’s legislation that would
seek to strip the FDA from asserting
its authority to regulate tobacco prod-
ucts.

Mr. President, nicotine is an addict-
ive drug. This has not only been proven
by a number of scientific studies, but
was also revealed in confidential indus-
try documents in the past year.

Consider the following statement
contained in an industry document by
an official with the Brown and
Williamson tobacco company. It said,
‘‘Moreover, nicotine is addictive. We
are then,’’ he goes on to say ‘‘in the
business of selling nicotine, an addict-
ive drug.’’ Mr. President, this is di-
rectly from the tobacco industry.

Now, last month President Clinton
took a bold step to fight teenage smok-
ing. He stood up to the industry, the
tobacco industry, and he did the right
thing. He deserves a lot of credit.
President Clinton took the side of par-
ents, American parents. They do not
want their children smoking. Neither
do I and neither do most here.

The President is targeting smoking
by teenagers, and I agree with this ap-
proach. It goes right to the source of
the problem, especially if you consider
the following: 3,000 children start
smoking every day. More than 80 per-
cent of all smokers had their first ciga-
rette before the age of 18. If a child
does not smoke before age 18, it is very
unlikely that they will become a smok-
er in their adult life.

More than half of all adult smokers
had already become addicted regular

smokers before they were 18 years of
age.

It is clear that smoking is a pediatric
disease that ultimately contributes to
over 400,000 deaths a year, enormous fi-
nancial costs, terrific family disloca-
tion and puts a burden on us that con-
tinues to add problems to our deficit.

Unfortunately, it is getting worse.
Between 1991 and 1994, the percentage
of eighth graders who smoked in-
creased by 30 percent. The percentage
of 10th graders who smoke increased by
22 percent.

Mr. President, we need the FDA to
help us fight this major public health
problem. Nicotine is an addictive drug,
and the FDA is supposed to regulate
addictive drugs. There is no reason to
make a special exception for the to-
bacco industry.

Mr. President, it would be a terrible
mistake to tie the agency’s hands in
this critical area. We need a strong
watchdog to ensure compliance with
the President’s initiatives. We also
have to be prepared to take additional
steps to reduce teenage smoking. The
FDA has a critical role to play.

Mr. President, ensuring compliance
with President Clinton’s new initiative
is not going to be easy. In fact, I now
have seen firsthand how easy it is for
children to purchase tobacco products.
In New Jersey, we have fairly strict
rules on the ability to purchase to-
bacco by those underage. I went on a
New Jersey Health Department compli-
ance check in a couple of towns in New
Jersey with two 17-year-olds. We went
to 10 places to purchase cigarettes.
These minors were able to purchase
cigarettes at all 10 locations without a
question, whether it was a machine
which was supposed to be controlled by
the management of the store of the lo-
cation or whether it was directly over
the counter.

This is outrageous, Mr. President.
The products they were able to buy—
and this is not to single out a particu-
lar brand because that is irrelevant—
but the products are the ones that we
commonly see, the better advertised,
the more popular. They just happen to
be there; some of them had room on
the counter. You did not even have to
look at the clerk to buy them—just get
up and pay for them, no questions
asked.

Mr. President, I think it is obvious
keeping tobacco away from young peo-
ple is going to be very difficult. We
need the FDA to help lead that battle.

Now, unfortunately, the legislation
of our distinguished colleague from
Kentucky will strip them of the power
needed to respond to this public health
crisis. I intend to strongly oppose the
proposal and to fight as hard as I can
to protect the health and well-being
and the futures of our young people.

I yield the floor.
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent I might proceed as in
morning business for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the distin-

guished Senator from New Jersey and I
are friends, and we disagree in some re-
spects on this one particular item. One
point I would like to make to the dis-
tinguished Senator is that I have made
an extra effort to put forward legisla-
tion that would do what he wants to
do. He does not have any penalty in
what he is talking about. Under my
bill, if it was law, those clerks would
have a penalty. It would be a double
penalty. And I think we would stop
them. At least they would think before
they would sell to possible underage
people, or teenagers.

So, what we have attempted to do
here is not move in and tell an adult—
make a decision for him. As I said ear-
lier, one of the things we pride our-
selves in is to try to keep Big Brother
out of our business. Senator after Sen-
ator after Senator has stood on this
floor and fussed about FDA. They are
not completing their business. They
are not getting the job done. They are
not approving drugs for the elderly.
They are not doing all this. I can go
back and give you page after page after
page.

Now they want to take on this huge
responsibility, additional responsibil-
ity. And we already have the mecha-
nism to do it: The Federal Trade Com-
mission and Health and Human Serv-
ices. We already have the vehicle. Why
create another bureaucracy? And why
should I tax you, indirectly, and say,
‘‘You give me money so I can put you
out of business.’’ They want $150 mil-
lion a year.

My distinguished friend from New
Jersey is proud of the fact that he took
a small business and built it into a
very large business. But if Government
had said to him, ‘‘Give me money so we
can put you out of business,’’ I do not
believe the Senator would have liked
that a bit.

He will say there is a difference be-
tween his product and the one we are
discussing here today. That is fine. But
the principle is still the same. So we
take the vending machine law, the
strongest one in the country, and say
that if you break this law then the
States and the principals are fined;
they are double. And we have the
mechanism to do it right now. So the
constitutional question that we have is
another problem, as to the content of
the advertisement.

I am not going to be voting for an ad-
ditional tax. I do not believe my friend
from New Jersey will vote for an addi-
tional tax either. I hope we listen to
him as he talks about the additional
smokers per day. Every day we delay
here, every day we say we are not
going to help FORD pass his legislation,
means that it is another day’s delay.
We could do it today rather than to-
morrow. I think I have tried my best.
But best is, apparently, not good
enough.

So the FDA is just adding another
layer of bureaucracy. They are asking
for money, under their regulations.

Lord knows how they are going to get
it without an act of Congress. The con-
stitutional question on first amend-
ment rights—they have sent the law-
yers from the manufacturers and ad-
vertising groups all to the courts the
same day. So that will be in the courts
for years and years and years.

So what is happening here, if we can
pass my legislation we can get to the
root of the problem. We banned adver-
tising around schools. We banned the
use of tobacco in movies. We banned
the use of tobacco of any form in vid-
eos or amusement areas. But we do not
say that an adult does not have a
choice.

So what we are getting ready to do
here, in the guise of protecting teen-
agers, is to go to prohibition. That is
my problem. I am trying to be helpful.
I am trying my best to be helpful. If he
was in my place, I think he would be
doing the same thing. But he says he is
not and I understand that.

But rights are rights. When you be-
come of age you have a right to make
a choice in this country. Let us stop
them under 18. I am for that, and my
legislation will do that. If we just get a
little help, instead of delaying the im-
plementation of this law—I think we
ought to go ahead and pass it so we can
stop, sooner than later, teenage smok-
ing in this country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, in
just a couple of minutes, one of the
things that happens to us occasionally
on this floor is that we have to argue
with friends for whom we have respect
and admiration because we disagree. I
must give the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky credit because he has
worked cooperatively to try to reduce
the exposure for young people to to-
bacco, recognizing along the way, obvi-
ously, the possibility exists that it
could be—I do not want to put words in
his mouth, but his legislative proposal
suggests it could be addictive. So it is
a long step along the way. I thank him
and I respect the Senator from Ken-
tucky’s legislative perspective here.

I would say that I believe the FDA
involvement is essential to the success
of the program of curbing teenage
smoking. I do appreciate and under-
stand the position that the Senator
from Kentucky is in. He is concerned
about the farmers in Kentucky who
grow tobacco, those who process the
product, and I know he has long been
an advocate of trying to make a sen-
sible approach to the marketing of to-
bacco products without curtailing peo-
ple’s decisionmaking. I respect that.

But, Mr. President, I really do think
the only way to make this an effective
battle against teenage smoking is to
include the FDA, to give them the re-
sponsibility as they would have for any
other addictive drug, and to pursue the
course of action proposed by the Presi-
dent of the United States.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO], is
recognized.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask if
the pending amendment has not been
set aside, the Brown amendment be set
aside for purposes of my offering an
amendment, at which time the amend-
ment will recur.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2709

(Purpose: To limit Economic Support Fund
assistance to Turkey, and for other purposes)

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New York [Mr.

D’AMATO], for himself, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr.
SARBANES, and Ms. Snowe, proposes an
amendment numbered 2709.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY

SEC. . Not more than $21,000,000 of the
funds appropriated in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ may be
made available to the Government of Tur-
key.

On page 11, line 10, before the period at the
end of the line, insert the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided further, That $10,000,000 of the funds
made available under this heading shall be
transferred to, and merged with, the follow-
ing accounts in the following amounts:
$5,000,000 for the Department of the Treas-
ury, and $5,000,000 for the Department of Jus-
tice, to support law enforcement training ac-
tivities in foreign countries for the purpose
of improving the effectiveness of the United
States in investigating and prosecuting
transnational offenses’’.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I offer
this amendment on behalf of Senator
PRESSLER, Senator SARBANES, Senator
SNOWE and myself. I rise to propose an
amendment to the foreign operations
bill, which will help restore credibility
to our foreign assistance program by
ensuring that one of the largest recipi-
ents of United States aid, the Republic
of Turkey, adheres to internationally
accepted standards for human rights
and humanitarian practices.

My amendment will cap at $21 mil-
lion the amount of economic support
funds that the United States gives to
Turkey. Ten million dollars in savings
by capping these funds would then be
appropriated by $5 million each to the
Treasury and the Justice Departments
to support law enforcement training
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activities in foreign countries for the
purpose of improving the effectiveness
of the United States in investigating
and prosecuting transnational offenses.

I am very pleased, and I want to com-
mend the subcommittee, which has ap-
propriated funds for the FBI with the
same purpose. I want to make sure
that there are enough funds to support
the Treasury Department and other
Justice Department activities in this
area as well.

Mr. President, let me make it clear
that this amendment does not restrict
United States military aid to Turkey.
It does not restrict. But what I am at-
tempting to do is send a message that
the United States will no longer toler-
ate the human rights abuses in viola-
tion of international law that Turkey
has and is conducting.

This year the Turkish Government
will receive $320 million in military aid
from American taxpayers to address its
security needs. In total, Turkey will
receive $366 million. My amendment
will bring this total to $341 million.

The time has come after years of
fruitless so-called quiet diplomacy for
the Congress to take the lead in ad-
dressing a broad range of issues dealing
with Turkey. Let me go over some of
them.

One, worsening human rights
records; two, its continued blockade of
humanitarian supplies to Armenia. It
is incredible in this day and age that
humanitarian supplies are being
blocked to Armenia. Three, its refusal
to work toward a lasting and equitable
settlement in Cyprus, a situation that
has been permitted to exist year after
year after year; four, its denial of basic
rights to its Kurdish minority.

In each of these areas, Turkey has
consistently violated international
treaties and agreements to which it is
a signatory. Among these are the U.N.
Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the Final Act of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
and the European Convention on
Human Rights.

Mr. President, the Congress in the
fiscal year 1995 foreign aid bill with-
held 10 percent of the principal amount
of direct loans for Turkey based on its
human rights record and the situation
in Cyprus. The Turkish Government
has spoken clearly on that issue. It will
reject any U.S. aid tied to its human
rights record. It is clear, given the
Turkish Government’s response, that
we must deal differently with Turkey
on this subject.

On the question of human rights we
need only to look at the State Depart-
ment’s recently released 1995 Country
Reports on Human Rights. What does it
say? We see that years—and even dec-
ades—of behind-the-scenes efforts by
the State Department have not pro-
duced any improvement in the human
rights situation in Turkey. This report
concludes in fact that ‘‘the human
rights situation in Turkey has wors-
ened in 1994.’’

Mr. President, this is our Govern-
ment’s report, the State Department’s

report. This is not a report of the Sen-
ator from New York, or a conclusion
that I have come up with. It is our Gov-
ernment’s report. Again, the human
rights situation in Turkey has wors-
ened significantly in 1994.

Mr. President, do we reward them
with aid? The full spectrum of human
rights monitoring organizations have
condemned Turkey for its systematic
and widespread abuse of human rights,
including the use of torture. Amnesty
International, Human Rights Watch,
the U.N. Committee Against Torture,
the European Parliament, and others
go on and on in their condemnation of
their systematic deprivation of basic
human rights.

Let us talk about Kurdish rights and
the Kurdish problem. Nowhere is the
case for cutting off aid to Turkey more
compelling than the question of the
Turks. To this day, Turkey continues
to deny the very existence of its 15 mil-
lion Kurdish citizens. Their military
has systematically emptied over 2,000
Kurdish villages and uprooted over 1
million Kurdish citizens from their
homes. This is not to mention the re-
cent incursion into northern Iraq
against the Kurds.

The Turkish Government’s system-
atic and deliberate campaign to eradi-
cate the Kurdish identity within its
borders is in many ways the high-tech-
nology murder, massacres, and depor-
tations of Armenian genocide earlier
this century.

The question of Cyprus remains unre-
solved. Twenty-one years after Turkey
illegally, in 1974, invaded the island na-
tion, despite countless U.N. resolutions
and international agreements, Turkey
continues its illegal military occupa-
tion and obstructive efforts toward a
peaceful settlement. The division of
the island and the massive uprooting of
the Greek Cypriots caused by the 1974
invasion remains a constant reminder
of the failure of the international com-
munity to enforce a lasting and equi-
table resolution to the conflict. Turkey
still must demonstrate its support for
a settlement recognizing the sov-
ereignty, independence, and territorial
integrity of Cyprus with a constitu-
tional democracy based on majority
rule, the rule of law, and the protection
of minority rights.

Mr. President, nowhere is the case
more compelling for our stopping as-
sistance—this does not relieve some as-
sistance, but I believe it is a very rea-
sonable course—than the case of what
Turkey is doing today to Armenia. The
failure of quiet diplomacy—that is
what the State Department talks
about—is no more evident than in the
case of the Turkish blockade of human-
itarian aid to Armenia. How in this day
and age, in 1995, can we countenance
Turkey refusing to permit humani-
tarian aid to a nation and to its peo-
ple? It is in violation of all inter-
national law. It is in defiance of the
United Nations. Yet they continue to
blockade the borders with Armenia.

How long has this taken place and
gone on? For 2 years. For 2 years the
Turkish Government has refused to
allow desperately needed United States
and other international assistance to
reach the people of Armenia. Even the
United States of America—even planes
from the United States delivering aid
to Armenia have been refused. It is
wrong. We should not reward nations
with our money when they conduct
that kind of policy.

Unable to cross Turkish territory or
transit its airspace, relief supplies—we
are not talking about equipment, war-
making equipment. We are not talking
about munitions. We are not talking
about tanks. We are not talking about
armaments. We are talking about basic
relief supplies—food, clothing, and
medicine—have had to be rerouted
through Georgia where, due to instabil-
ity widespread, large portions of that
aid have sometimes been lost, along
with the cost and the time necessary to
get basic aid to a people whose suffer-
ing mounts and the toll of the devasta-
tion increases.

We should not be rewarding with tax-
payers’ money that kind of conduct.
And the business of saying they are our
allies has long played out. It is not
right that American taxpayers con-
tinue this kind of program. I hope that
this sends a message that we say to the
Turkish Government, fine, you are an
ally, but basic human rights must be
observed.

It is for those reasons that I have of-
fered this amendment, not just for the
American taxpayer but for the defense
of American values and ideals. If we
are to make a difference, certainly
there is no more compelling case than
here and now. This is a small step in
signaling that we mean what we say,
that we are for democracy and we are
for human rights. I do not understand
how we can be sending millions of dol-
lars in America taxpayer moneys en-
couraging the kinds of activities that
the Turkish Government is engaged in.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as a co-

sponsor of the D’Amato amendment, I
would like to express my strong sup-
port for his proposal to reduce our eco-
nomic assistance to Turkey. The
D’Amato amendment would cut eco-
nomic aid to Turkey by $25 million,
capping aid to Turkey next year at $21
million. A similar amendment passed
overwhelmingly in the House earlier
this year.

Mr. President, this bill represents
cuts of $1.2 billion from the fiscal year
1995 appropriated level. It is $2.4 billion
less than the administration’s $14.8 bil-
lion request. I support the fiscal re-
sponsibility of this bill, and I believe
that this amendment will help to bring
the Turkish account into line with
other reductions contained in this bill.
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But there are more important rea-

sons to make this cut than just achiev-
ing budgetary savings. For decades,
Turkey has had a consistent record of
human rights abuses against its own
people and against its neighbors.

I would like to emphasize that this
cut will only affect economic assist-
ance, not military assistance.

There are a great number of reasons
to support this amendment, but I
would like to list just a few:

Turkey has illegally occupied 40 per-
cent of the territory of neighboring Cy-
prus for 21 years. Turkey has consist-
ently refused to withdraw its 35,000 oc-
cupation troops, and has impeded ef-
forts to reunify the island.

The Turkish army has forcibly evac-
uated or destroyed nearly 2,000 Kurdish
villages. More than 2 million of Tur-
key’s Kurdish citizens have been made
refugees in their own country.

Over 10,000 Turkish Kurds have been
killed by Turkish Government forces.
More than 5,000 of these deaths have
come in just the past 5 years.

American weapons and equipment
have been used repeatedly by Turkey
in their internal and external atroc-
ities, including the 1974 invasion of Cy-
prus and the attacks against Kurds in
U.N. protected areas of northern Iraq
earlier this year.

Torture, extrajudicial execution, and
unlawful detention continue to be com-
mon in Turkey. This has been con-
firmed by State Department human
rights reports and all credible private
human rights organizations such as
Amnesty International and Human
Rights Watch.

Turkey persists in blocking the deliv-
ery of desperately-needed humani-
tarian assistance to Armenia, a land-
locked neighboring country. This is
particularly egregious because of Tur-
key’s own past atrocities toward the
Armenian people during World War I.
This is commonly referred to the Ar-
menian Genocide, in which 1.5 million
Armenians—or half of all the Armenian
people at that time—died.

Seven European countries have cut
off all arms sales to Turkey, and the
European Union has refused to even
consider a free trade agreement with
Turkey because of the treatment of the
Kurdish people.

Against its own international agree-
ments, in 1971 Turkey shuttered the
seminary school of the Eastern Ortho-
dox Ecumenical Patriarchate. This was
done in an effort to undermine and
eventually destroy this most hallowed
institution revered by over 200 million
Eastern Orthodox faithful around the
world.

Mr. President, I frankly do not un-
derstand why we continue to provide
such high levels of economic assistance
to Turkey. But the purpose of this
amendment is not to totally cut off all
aid to Turkey, only to send a strong
message that Turkey must reform its
human rights record both with its
neighbors and with its own people.

I urge passage of the D’Amato
amendment, and I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment of the Senator from New York,
pertaining to assistance for Turkey. I
will support the motion to table this
amendment, and I urge my colleagues
to do the same.

Mr. President, I have very firmly
held beliefs regarding the importance
of the United States-Turkish relation-
ship, and these beliefs have only been
strengthened, not diminished, by re-
cent events. Turkey has long been con-
sidered of great strategic importance
to the United States, most notably
since the height of the cold war, when
Turkey’s participation in NATO gave
this important alliance a steady an-
chor in the Middle East. It was a tre-
mendous advantage to have a stalwart
ally of the West sitting in between the
Soviet Union and the oil fields and ten-
sions of the Middle East.

Let us remember also how Turkey
frequently provided more troops to
NATO than any nation other than the
United States. We are increasingly cog-
nizant that the peace in Europe was
kept throughout those years not by the
procedures of the United Nations, but
by the resolve of NATO—and Turkey
played an indispensable role in that al-
liance.

During the cold war, we came to view
the alliance with Turkey as being criti-
cally important largely for geographic
reasons, and reasons of military strat-
egy. However, since the demise of the
Soviet Union, we have found our rela-
tionship with Turkey to be of even
greater importance.

If one lists the principal inter-
national developments in the post-cold
war world, one repeatedly comes across
unmistakable trends which underscore
the importance of Turkey. To name
but a few: The expansionism of Tur-
key’s neighbor Saddam Hussein, the
disintegration of Yugoslavia along eth-
nic lines, renewed nationalism and
anti-Western feeling on the part of
many Moslem states, the breakaway of
the central Asian republics from Rus-
sia, and on, and on.

I earnestly hope that my colleagues
have noted the opposition of our most
notable military leaders to any reduc-
tions in assistance to Turkey. Gen.
John Shalikashvili has written to com-
mend Turkey’s participation in the Ko-
rean war, as well as Turkey’s defense of
37 percent of the frontier between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact during the
cold war. During the gulf war, strike
missions against Iraq were initiated
from Turkish soil—nearly 2,700 sorties,
according to the general.

Perhaps Turkey’s biggest contribu-
tion to that effort was the closing of
the Turkish-Iraqi oil pipeline, which
clamped down solidly on Hussein’s
strength and surely cost Turkey and
its economy dearly. Few Americans
know that Turkey contributed troops
to the Somalian effort, as well as 1,500
troops in Bosnia.

Secretary of Defense William Perry
has also testified to the value of con-
tinued assistance for Turkey.

The great ideological contest in the
world is no longer between communism
and democracy—capitalist democracy
has clearly been the victor of that bat-
tle for the allegiance of the greater
part of humankind. But there are still
contests taking place all over the
globe, between competing visions such
as secular democracies, nationalist au-
tocracies, and military-religious
states. Too much of the Moslem world
has chosen the latter route, choosing
to devote the resources of the state to
military confrontation with their
neighbors, and at home, enforcement of
religious scruples by the state.

Not only did Turkey cast its lot with
the West when it was in a lonely mili-
tary position, surrounded by Soviet-
leaning neighbors, but it chooses still
to cast its lot with us even when in
close contact with many anti-Western
Moslem regimes. The majority of
Turks believe this is the right thing to
do, but there are also voices within
Turkey who wonder why it chooses to
ally itself with the West, only to re-
ceive criticism and suspicion in return
from too many quarters.

It is greatly and unquestionably in
the United States’ interest that Tur-
key’s decision to remain a friendly,
secular republic be seen as fruitful for
a Moslem nation. We do not have a
good track record in our relations with
Islamic countries. If Turkey is rebuffed
in its continued allegiance to us, this
will only provide fodder for those who
believe that the West cannot be trusted
to remain truly friendly toward a Mos-
lem country.

None of us would claim that the
human rights situation in Turkey is
what we would like to see. But we
should remember as well that Turkey
has been the recipient of thousands
upon thousands of uninvited guests, in
many cases Kurdish refugees from
northern Iraq. Most Kurdish people are
not terrorists. They are poor refugees
struggling to cope with the tragic re-
ality of living under unfriendly, repres-
sive regimes such as that of Saddam
Hussein. But United States protection
of the safe havens in northern Iraq also
served to shelter those Kurds in the
PKK, who were indeed engaged in ter-
rorist attacks against Turkey. Thus we
have made our own inadvertent con-
tribution to the conflict Turkey is ex-
periencing in the eastern part of the
country. We would do well to confine
our sermons about human rights to
those situations to which we ourselves
have not contributed.

Mr. President, I believe that it is
strongly in the interest of the United
States that we maintain a strong rela-
tionship with Turkey, both an eco-
nomic and military relationship, and
that the Turkish commitment to its
status as a secular republic be proved
again and again to be a most successful
one which will assist our friends the
Turks to continue the course and the
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cause of peace and prosperity in their
country. We have a tremendous stake
in this question, thus I strongly urge
the defeat of the D’Amato amendment.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I oppose

the amendment offered by the able
Senator from New York. It removes the
discretion and the flexibility now in
the bill for the President to provide
economic assistance according to his
best judgment as to the need of the re-
cipient country.

Mr. President, Turkey is a member of
NATO. It has been consistently of
great assistance, great assistance to
the United States—by the way, may I
say also assistance to Israel—as we
pursue our goals in the Middle East
and southern Europe. Turkey has been
of assistance as a NATO ally in sup-
porting NATO’s actions in Bosnia. She
has provided support to the Bosnian
Moslems, helping to right the balance
in Bosnia vis-a-vis the Bosnian Serb
forces.

Turkey was of crucial early assist-
ance to us in the gulf war, as we all
know. And she is still paying for that.
She is still paying for having helped us.
She was of crucial heroic assistance to
the United States in Korea. Her eco-
nomic needs are substantial. As I say,
she is still paying a heavy price for
cutting off the oil pipeline with Iraq.
And she still loses revenue heavily on a
daily basis. I cannot understand why
anyone wants to remove the Presi-
dent’s flexibility in this area, and I do
not think that Turkey should be sin-
gled out.

I oppose the amendment, and I hope
that the managers will move to table
it.

I yield the floor.
Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SANTORUM). The Senator from New
York.

Mr. D’AMATO. I do not mean to have
a protracted debate on this, but I will
take the time to read several excerpts
from the State Department countries
report, our State Department’s report
this year on Turkey as it relates to
human rights. This comes from the re-
port directly.

The human rights situation in Turkey
worsened significantly in 1994.

Worsened significantly in 1994.
The police and security forces often em-

ployed torture during periods of incommuni-
cado detention and interrogation, and the se-
curity forces continued to use excessive
force against noncombatants.

Let me go on a little further.
Various agencies of the Government con-

tinued to harass, intimidate, indict, and im-
prison human rights monitors, journalists,
lawyers, and professors for ideas which they
expressed in public forums. Disappearances
and mystery murder cases continued at a
high rate in the southeast.

Let me go to page 3. I have another
excerpt.

Political murders and extrajudicial
killings attributed to Government authori-
ties and terrorist groups continued at the
relatively high 1993 rates. Government au-
thorities were responsible for the deaths of
detainees in official custody; suspects in
houses raided by security forces; and other
types of civilian deaths in the southeast.

Disappearances continued in 1994, while
most of those reported in 1993 and earlier re-
mained unsolved.

This is a pattern. This has not just
evolved. And it is not getting better. It
is getting worse.

Mr. President, again, it is not good
enough to say that while one has
joined us in an effort to investigate ag-
gressions against the United States, to
be helpful as it were, and more than
helpful in our battle to liberate Ku-
wait, it is not sufficient to say that be-
cause one has loaned itself militarily
to our defense, we look the other way
when it continues these kinds of basic
human rights violations not only of its
citizens but of other citizens. It is inex-
cusable and intolerable for them to be
permitted and for us to countenance by
way of our actions, by way of making
aid available, the continued blockade
of the 2 million people in Armenia. It is
wrong. And quiet diplomacy has not re-
duced that situation or resolved that
situation. It continues. And on and on
it goes.

One might talk about the situation
in Cypress and what the Government of
Turkey has done is simply by way of
armed force taken and occupied that
country illegally, and it thumbs its
nose at the United Nations and those
attempting to bring about a peaceful
resolve. I believe until we do what we
are supposed to do—and I say it pays
dividends because we did not win the
cold war with the Soviets because we
decided to look the other way on
human rights abuses. It is because we
stood up to them and we said we are
not going to treat you the way we
would the other nations that follow the
normal patterns of conduct, conduct
that is expected.

So, Mr. President, I hope that my
colleagues will accept this amendment.
I think this amendment will be a very
powerful impact in sending the right
signal and maybe seeing that someday
there are basic freedoms that are guar-
anteed, that nations will not be sup-
pressed by the use of Turkish military
might, that food and aid to people who
are needy and starving will be per-
mitted. That seems to me to be some-
thing that is so easy, but when a na-
tion is so intolerant and so indifferent
to the rights of others, then I think we
have to send a clear message and that
is why the Senator offers this amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under-

stand the message the distinguished
Senator is trying to send, but we are
also going to send a message to a valu-
able ally, a valuable ally, an ally that

is struggling to continue to orient it-
self toward the West, an ally that sits
within a sea of potential enemies, sur-
rounded by Moslem countries. Turkey
is a Moslem country itself. It is a rep-
resentative democracy. There are
forces in Turkey that would like very
much to see that country become an-
other Iran, and there is a very real dan-
ger it could become another Iran. Look
at the map. Note the geopolitical posi-
tion of Turkey, the old great cross-
roads of the world in the days of Con-
stantinople and Byzantium. We can
send a message, but we can also cut off
our nose to spite our face, and we will
not change anything except to drive a
very valuable and dependable ally away
from the West.

Turkey was very important to us in
the Persian Gulf war, very important.
We all wanted Turkey’s help. We want-
ed Turkey to cut off the flow of oil. She
cut it off.

Mr. President, I have an amendment
in my pocket and I have the floor. I
have a second-degree amendment to
cut aid to Israel by $1 billion.

Now, we are getting ready to cut pro-
grams that are important to the Amer-
ican people. We talk about cutting
Medicare, cutting Medicaid, cutting
moneys for the Park Service, Fish and
Wildlife, health programs, education
programs. But not a word about cut-
ting aid to Israel, not a word; $3 billion
to Israel, $2 billion to Egypt.

Now, if anyone wants to talk about
entitlements, those are looked upon as
entitlement programs by the recipient
countries. I am not anti-Israel nor am
I anti-Egypt. But when we talk about
cutting entitlements, cutting programs
that benefit the American people, the
old, the young—but not a word said
about cutting that $5 billion for Israel
and Egypt—why not offer an amend-
ment that will cut that largesse and
see how many brave souls there are in
this Senate?

Senators would run like turkeys and
head for the doors as if they were fire
escapes. I know, because I have tried
such an amendment on two occasions. I
got one vote on each occasion. Perhaps
these brave souls should be put to the
test every now and then.

I will not offer my amendment to
this amendment at this time. It would
be an attractive idea to offer it to this
amendment and then have someone
move to table the underlying amend-
ment; and with my amendment as the
second-degree amendment, watch Sen-
ators head for the doors.

Where are all these brave souls? How
about cutting aid to Israel? I will not
offer the amendment at this time. I
hope that the managers will move to
table the pending amendment. I hope
that it will be tabled by an overwhelm-
ing vote. Let us send a message to Tur-
key that we are still her friend, and we
want her to be our friend.

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.
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Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me say with

regard to the amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from New York, that
the internal human rights practices of
a number of America’s close friends in
that section of the world probably
could not meet our test. And it seems
to me the situation in Turkey is large-
ly indistinguishable from the situation
inside the borders of a number of other,
not only good friends of the United
States, but aid recipients of the United
States in that part of the world.

I share the concern that many people
have about the human rights situation
in Turkey and in a lot of other places.
The question is whether or not the
amendment by the Senator from New
York to cap, cut off assistance will
generate any improvements. I am con-
cerned, as the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia is concerned, that
it might have just the opposite effect.

First, let me point out that the ad-
ministration is planning $100 million
for ESF for Turkey whether or not we
pass an amendment. Now I do not see
how this level can be achieved given
the overall reduction in the foreign op-
erations budget.

It seems to me that before we engage
in the kind of debate we are having,
calling attention to Turkey’s internal
problems, we ought to think a little bit
about the neighborhood. Iraq, Iran,
Syria all present unique security chal-
lenges, complicated by the crisis in
Georgia and ongoing conflict between
Azerbaijan and Armenia.

In the middle of this, Turkey has pre-
served at least basic principles of de-
mocracy, including free and fair elec-
tions, the orderly transition of power,
an independent legislature, and en-
acted a free press. Do they have some
problems? Yes. But compared to other
countries in the area, you would have
to say they have done rather well. It is
far from a perfect picture. But then
many of our traditional friends and al-
lies have not achieved the freedom and
success that we enjoy here in this
country.

Let us remember that Turkey has 62
million people, 99 percent of whom are
Moslem, a factor which could easily in-
fluence closer ties with Iran. Yet Tur-
key remains the only secular democ-
racy with a free market that has a ma-
jority Moslem population. Turkey has
also maintained its strong link with
NATO providing peacekeepers in
Bosnia and participating in F–16 patrol
of the no-fly zone. As the Senator from
West Virginia mentioned, at the end of
the Persian Gulf war, Operation Pro-
vide Comfort was established in north-
ern Iraq to protect the Kurdish popu-
lation, in addition to providing human-
itarian aid. The Turkish Parliament
voted to continue the operation for 6
more months.

Prime Minister Ciller takes the issue
of human rights seriously, and commit-
ted her nation to a course of reform. In
July, under her leadership, 16 amend-
ments were passed to their Constitu-
tion, expanding political participation

and democracy. When Parliament re-
convenes in October, it is my under-
standing that there will be several
more pieces of reform legislation con-
sidered.

So the point is, Turkey certainly is
not perfect, but it has made a lot of
progress. When you compare it to the
others in the neighborhood, it does
rather well.

Mr. President, I do not know what
more needs to be said on this. It was
my plan to offer a motion to table,
which I will now do.

Mr. President, I move to table the
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM]
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
WARNER] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is absent
due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 451 Leg.]
YEAS—60

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Breaux
Brown
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Daschle

Dorgan
Exon
Faircloth
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hatch
Heflin
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kempthorne

Kerrey
Kyl
Leahy
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Rockefeller
Roth
Shelby
Simpson
Stevens
Thompson
Thurmond

NAYS—36

Biden
Boxer
Bradley
Bryan
Coats
D’Amato
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Feingold
Feinstein

Gregg
Harkin
Helms
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Levin
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski

Pell
Pressler
Reid
Robb
Santorum
Sarbanes
Simon
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Thomas
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—4

Hatfield
Kassebaum

Pryor
Warner

So, the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2709) was agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote and I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous
consent that Eugene D. Schmiel, a re-
cent addition to my staff, be extended
the privilege of the floor. He is a State
Department Fellow who will be fulfill-
ing legislative duties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know
the Senator from Colorado is seeking
recognition. I will not hold the floor,
but I urge Senators who have, on our
side—and I suspect the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky will make the
same request on his side—I urge Sen-
ators on our side, who have amend-
ments that they intend to offer to this
bill, to come and let us know. There
may well be amendments that could be
accepted. At least let us know that. We
will start working toward that situa-
tion so at some point the distinguished
manager and myself could work at ac-
cepting those, and others that might
not be accepted, may require rollcall
votes, that we might set some time
certain or at least get some time agree-
ments on them.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from New York and the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia in their de-
bate. They kept it to a very short time.
We were able to move on. But this is a
bill I know the distinguished Repub-
lican leader and the distinguished
Democratic leader want to get moved
forward, so I urge those who are listen-
ing to come let us know. At least on
my side, I have a more accepting mood
when it is early on in the game than I
might toward the end.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
AMENDMENT NO. 2708

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, what is
the pending business before the Sen-
ate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is the amendment
No. 2708, offered by the Senator from
Colorado to the committee amendment
on page 15.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, one of
the things the opponents have brought
up in the series of extended debates
preceding the offering of the amend-
ment this time has been the question
of how significant the one-fourth of the
arms package is that would be deliv-
ered under the President’s compromise.

We have held extensive hearings on
this question. I wanted to share with
the Members some quotes from the ex-
perts who testified. We made an effort
to invite both Democrats and Repub-
licans, both liberals and conservatives,
experts from the military and aca-
demia as well as experts that had
shown a greater degree of experience
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with India than Pakistan. Here are
some brief quotes I think are helpful in
describing that package.

It is $368 million of military equip-
ment that was contracted for 9 years
ago, whose delivery was withheld 5
years ago, even though in substance it
had been paid for, committed for by the
Pakistanis.

In terms of the regional military balance,
I don’t think that the release of this mili-
tary equipment . . . really will have no sig-
nificant impact on the balance one way or
the other.

That is from Stephen Cohen, who is
the director of Program in Arms Con-
trol, from the University of Illinois.

From George Tanham, vice president
of Rand Corp:
. . . I agree with Steve that the package
won’t change the balance at all. In fact,
there is no balance now. India dominates so
strongly. They have twice as large an army
as Pakistan, twice as large an air force,
twice as large a navy, and twice as many
tanks, twice as many airplanes. So there
isn’t a balance at the moment. And India has
overwhelming strength.

This one is from the Honorable Wil-
liam Clark, Jr. He was the ambassador
to India from 1989 to 1992. ‘‘We have got
F–16’s that have been sitting in the
desert and being maintained. The P–3
and the Harpoon, three of them are
marginally useful, if at all, and they
have already been—the requirement
has been met in other ways—from the
politics of it, it is terribly important.
The military utility of it’’—he is refer-
ring to this settlement and those weap-
ons—‘‘they would rather buy more
modern equipment with the money.’’

The focus of his remarks was simply
to point out that actually if the Paki-
stanis had their choice, they could buy
better equipment and more modern
equipment with their money rather
than the old equipment. Again, relat-
ing to the significance of the package
that would be delivered under the
President’s compromise.

This is from James Clad. He is a pro-
fessor at Georgetown University. They
offer for Pakistan ‘‘exactly as Mr.
Tanham pointed out, an equalizing
hand in trying to somehow correct the
subcontinental mismatch of conven-
tional weaponry capability and geo-
graphical reality * * * I think another
turn on a dime on this issue is going to
I think do further damage to American
diplomacy.’’ The turn on the dime
would be failure to follow up on the
President’s commitment.

This last one is from Bruce Fein. He
is a constitutional and international
law specialist and syndicated col-
umnist. ‘‘It is true that they’’—refer-
ring here to India—‘‘they are searching
at present for substantial additional
arms purchases, hundreds of millions
that I think would dwarf anything that
would follow any relaxation of the
Pressler amendment: (Incidentally)
very high technology MiG aircraft.’’ He
is referring to what India already is
doing.

What we have here is an effort to
deny the President of the United

States a vote on an arrangement, a ne-
gotiation that he himself instigated.
The President took on a tough prob-
lem. For 5 years we have refused to re-
turn the Pakistanis’ money, and for 5
years we have refused to deliver the
planes, and for 5 years, because it has
been a tough problem, we failed to act.

I think it is to the President’s credit
that he has been willing to step for-
ward, he has been willing to negotiate
out a compromise. Some may disagree
with the compromise. Some may think
it is too tough on Pakistan. Some may
think it is too tough on India. But the
President had the courage to step for-
ward and negotiate that compromise
and put a package and a recommenda-
tion before this Congress. The question
is whether or not the President is al-
lowed to have a vote on his package.

We considered this whole question in
the drafting of the State Department
authorization bill. But when that bill
got to the floor, it was filibustered and
the President was denied an oppor-
tunity to have his proposal which
would have added to that as part of
that which was voted on. We then of-
fered this package as an amendment to
the Defense authorization bill. But the
opponents fought that, threatened to
filibuster all night, and denied us a
vote. Finally, in an effort to make sure
that important Defense authorization
bill passed without the delay that that
threat brought about, I was willing to
withdraw the amendment upon assur-
ances that we would have an oppor-
tunity to offer it later and be voted on.
That bill has moved ahead.

We bring it up today after notice and
discussion. This amendment was of-
fered shortly after 11 o’clock this
morning. It was one of the first amend-
ments offered to this bill. And the op-
ponents again sought to delay. The
first thing they said is, ‘‘We want a se-
cret briefing for everyone.’’ Mr. Presi-
dent, we have had secret briefings. We
have had secret briefings covering the
exact subjects that they want to talk
about. First of all, the Intelligence
Committee conducted a briefing on
this very subject, exactly the same
subject, at the end of July and early
August. Members were invited. Those
who did not attend could have come to
a Members’ briefing that I arranged
with the subcommittee on last Tues-
day.

Incidentally, Senator GLENN’s staff
attended that briefing. We invited
every Member of the Senate to be
present at that briefing. So the briefing
that they talked about delaying this
consideration for has not only already
taken place, but it has already taken
place twice. Incidentally, I might say
transcripts of those are available for
Members who want to see them.

So to suggest that we have to delay
consideration of this proposal once
again for a briefing is simply another
tactic, in this Member’s opinion, to
delay consideration of an important
amendment.

Mr. President, we have had hearing
after hearing after hearing on this sub-
ject. We had a hearing on March 7. We
had a hearing on March 9. We had a
hearing and discussion—at least for
comment—when we had committee
markup. Incidentally, Senator PRES-
SLER was invited and appeared at that
committee markup and gave com-
ments. We had a hearing on this last
Thursday in which Senator PRESSLER
came and discussed it specifically.

So, Mr. President, what we have seen
here is a concerted effort to avoid a
vote on this question. I believe the
President at least deserves a vote on
the package, the compromise, that he
has negotiated out. One may disagree
with it. One may think it is right to
keep both the military aircraft and
Pakistanis’ money. But, Mr. President,
I do not. I think we deserve an answer
one way or another.

What I find is an effort now to delay
this important bill, an effort by filibus-
tering this amendment to delay the
consideration of this vital bill that has
such a major impact on our foreign pol-
icy considerations around the world.

Once again, I do not want to delay
the important business of the Senate.
It is why I brought this amendment up
early and brought it up for consider-
ation. But what I find is a concerted
plan and effort to simply filibuster
this, to delay consideration and to
deny the President of the United
States a vote on his carefully nego-
tiated compromise.

When I was asked to grant more time
to opponents, we agreed to set aside
this amendment for Senator LAUTEN-
BERG to speak, which, of course, he did.
Then once again, because the oppo-
nents wanted more time, we agreed to
another delay and agreed to set aside
the amendment for consideration of
Senator D’AMATO’s amendment, which
has been fully debated and voted on, as
the Senators will recall from just a few
moments ago. But, Mr. President, fur-
ther delay, further filibustering of this
important legislation and delay of this
important bill will be a mistake for the
Senate. I believe it is important to
move ahead on it.

I am saddened by the fact that the
opponents have not come to speak up
and to offer debate. Mr. President,
most important of all, when the State
Department authorization bill was
here, they refused to join in a time
agreement. When the Defense author-
ization bill was here, they refused to
join in a time agreement. Now, in spite
of my request and others’ requests to
have a time agreement, basically carte
blanche whatever they want, they re-
fused to join in a time agreement.

So, my proposal is this: I think the
President deserves a vote. This is an
important matter that does not get
better by delay. The longer we delay,
the more storage costs there are on the
airplanes. The longer they filibuster,
the more the quality of the material
deteriorates. The longer they refuse to
give the President a vote, the more
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cost is added to this proposal and the
more difficult it is to work out a set-
tlement.

Mr. President, my suggestion is this:
Let us get a vote. If I do not have 60
votes, I am not going to stop this bill
or have others filibuster this important
piece of legislation just for this amend-
ment. But if we can get 60 votes, then
I want this considered, and we will see
if we cannot bring closure on this
issue. But I believe the President of the
United States deserves an answer and
deserves a vote.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Brown amendment.
This amendment will further United
States relations with Pakistan—by al-
lowing for cooperative programs on
counternarcotics and counterterror-
ism—and by resolving a longstanding
dispute over the delivery of military
hardware.

I understand the concerns of oppo-
nents of this amendment—and I share
some of them. There is no more impor-
tant issue in South Asia than nuclear
proliferation.

But I believe that this issue is hin-
dering our efforts to build strong ties
with Pakistan—and that strong rela-
tions with Pakistan are crucial to im-
proving our security and furthering our
interests in South Asia.

I also believe that we need to show
support for the current Government of
Pakistan. Prime Minister Bhutto is a
woman of great courage. She has en-
dured arrest, imprisonment, and exile.
She has worked to transform Pakistan
from a military dictatorship to a par-
liamentary democracy.

The Prime Minister has been coura-
geous in her efforts to build close ties
to the West. Under her leadership,
Pakistan has proven to be a valuable
ally in combatting terrorism and in
stemming international flow of illegal
drugs. She has been liberalizing the
economy and opening it up to foreign
trade and investment.

It has come to the point where this
issue is clouding all others. Improved
human rights, nonproliferation and
greater trade and investment are held
hostage to this largely symbolic issue.

So I will support the Brown amend-
ment. The Pressler amendment will
still stand—and it should. Pakistan
will not receive the F–16’s. But by pass-
ing the Brown amendment, we will re-
move an impediment to our relations
with Pakistan—and we will be able to
focus on improving security in South
Asia.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move
to table the Brown amendment and ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Is there a sufficient second?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is to determine if there is a
sufficient second.

Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. GLENN. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
The assistant legislation clerk con-

tinued the call of the roll.
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
KASSEBAUM and Senator PELL be al-
lowed to address the Senate and, at the
end of their comments, the status quo
be resumed.

Mr. BROWN. Does that include a lim-
itation on the amount of time? I re-
serve the right to object.

Mr. McCONNELL. How much time
does the Senator from Kansas have in
mind? I say to my friend from Colo-
rado, I am trying to just process some-
thing here while we are waiting.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
came to speak because there was a
quorum call on, so I could tailor my re-
marks to the time I would be allowed.
I would say about 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN. I take it the unani-
mous-consent request is for a maxi-
mum of 5 minutes?

Mr. McCONNELL. With 5 minutes for
Senator PELL as well.

Mr. BROWN. I have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the Senator from Kansas is
recognized.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
first want to commend the chairman of
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee,
Senator MCCONNELL, and the ranking
member, Senator LEAHY, for their lead-
ership on this bill. Getting a foreign
operations appropriations bill through
the Senate is never an easy process. I
think they have done an extraordinary
job. This legislation is a reasonable ap-
proach that meets the stringent reality
of the Federal budget but also recog-
nizes that our national interest re-
quires America to be a leader in world
affairs.

For years, we have been engaged in a
debate about how best to reform our
foreign aid programs. I have long been
an advocate of reform, and I continue
to believe it is necessary. The debate
has taken on new vigor this year with
the chairmanship of Senator HELMS in
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
it is ongoing.

The legislation before us today walks
a fine line and, in my view, does so ap-
propriately. On the one hand, it recog-
nizes the substantial reform of our for-
eign aid programs is properly carried
out through the authorizing legisla-
tion, not through this appropriations

bill. On the other hand, this bill under-
takes important reforms necessary to
ensure that the shrinking resources it
provides can be used to the greatest ef-
fect.

The foreign affairs budget, which, un-
like other accounts in the Federal
budget, had already been cut dramati-
cally before this year, has been cut
even further. I regret that decision, but
that die was cast last spring during the
budget resolution debate. Given the
limited resources available, it will be-
come increasingly important that the
President have more flexibility to tar-
get our resources toward the areas of
greatest importance.

This is not easy to do. We always feel
that we want to have some hand—and
we should have—in shaping those prior-
ities. On the other hand, I think flexi-
bility is needed for administrative de-
cisions and it is important that legisla-
tive and administrative bodies work as
closely together as possible.

While some of the accounts retain
their traditional protection, this legis-
lation on the whole has very few ear-
marks. Again, I want to commend the
committee for that. It is not an easy
task. At the same time, the bill seeks
to promote fairness by preventing any
single account or region of the world
from bearing a disproportionate share
of budget reduction.

As a long observer of United States
policy toward Africa, I believe this leg-
islation treats Africa fairly and recog-
nizes that continent’s importance in
the overall reach of United States for-
eign policy. I am particularly pleased
with the sincere effort to address the
difficult problem of African debt relief.

However, important African issues
will remain for the conference commit-
tee—in particular, this legislation’s
consolidation of the Development Fund
for Africa into a larger economic as-
sistance account diverges from the
path Congress has followed since 1987.
The House has retained the Develop-
ment Fund for Africa regional account.
The Congress created the DFA in 1987,
with bipartisan support, to ensure that
consistent long-term funding for Afri-
can development would be there if it
were necessary. I hope that as we de-
bate funding the mechanisms and ac-
counts this year, we will not lose sight
of, or compromise, this important goal.

I am particularly concerned about
the effect on our foreign policy and the
sharp cuts in two programs in this bill.
One is the International Development
Association, funded at $775 million,
well below the $1.3 billion request.
While it has detractors, I believe this
program is an effective means of
leveraging U.S. foreign aid and
effecting change in the economic poli-
cies of countries abroad. I worry that
low-balling this funding—and the
House is lower still—will cause other
donors to do the same and threaten the
viability of this important program.

I also worry about cuts in our con-
tributions to international organiza-
tions and programs. Last year, we
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spent $374 million on this account, but
this bill includes only $260 million—
again, better than the House bill. Mr.
President, international organizations
and programs is never a popular part of
the budget. Again, I share the view
that we should critically reevaluate
our participation in many low-priority
international organizations. But it
seems to me we should conduct that re-
view as a matter of policy and take
steps to reform or withdraw from orga-
nizations in accordance with the obli-
gations we have made to them. We
should not just stop paying our bills.

These cuts in important programs
are, to me, made more frustrating by
another item in the bill. This legisla-
tion would appropriate $150 million for
international narcotics control—$45
million more than last year and $37
million more than was approved by the
House. This account may be politically
popular, but, in my view, it is a poor
candidate for added funding. I doubted
the effectiveness of this program in
both the Reagan and Bush administra-
tions—not that we do not want to di-
rect our attention to getting narcotics
abuse and use under control—even
though, however, we had programs over
the years in narcotics control initia-
tives, and they keep requesting more
money. In 1995, we will spend nearly
$13.3 billion on antidrug measures, of
which $1.6 billion will go for inter-
national and interdiction efforts. I can
only hope it will be successful. But I do
question whether we are monitoring
closely the successes of these efforts.

I care just as deeply as everybody
else about getting the international
narcotics problem under control, but I
am not convinced that increased fund-
ing for this program will make any real
difference in reducing the flow of drugs
into this country. Frankly, I would
prefer we consider reducing funding
from fiscal year 1995 levels, but, at the
very least, I think we should not in-
crease funding. I suggest that the $45
million added beyond current-year lev-
els will be better used elsewhere within
this bill, or for deficit reduction.

Mr. President, I think I am beyond
my time.

I ask unanimous consent for 2 addi-
tional minutes to speak to an amend-
ment I would like to offer as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. First, I conclude
my statement by saying that despite
the concerns I have raised I believe this
bill on the whole represents very re-
sponsible leadership in the field of for-
eign affairs. I intend to support it.

AMENDMENT NO. 2710

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise today to submit an amendment on
Liberia.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
think we need to lay aside the pending
amendments.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I send that
amendment to the desk. I understand
it will be a noncontroversial amend-
ment and it is just to express strong

support for the latest Liberia peace
agreement and facilitate the provision
of limited United States assistance to
Liberia.

It will be considered at another time.
I yield the floor, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island is recognized
for a unanimous-consent agreement.

AMENDMENT NO. 2708

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to
speak in connection with the Brown
amendment on Pakistan. As many of
us know, deliveries of United States
military equipment purchased by Paki-
stan have been suspended since 1990
under the terms of the Pressler amend-
ment. This amendment would lift the
suspension temporarily to allow the de-
livery of much of the military equip-
ment—including naval aircraft, mis-
siles, and spare parts. While it would
not permit the delivery of the F–16’s
purchased by Pakistan but still unde-
livered, the amendment would allow
for a plan to sell the F–16’s to a third
country and to provide those proceeds
to Pakistan.

The sponsors of this amendment
argue that it will help to improve Unit-
ed States relations with Pakistan. I
want to say at the outset that I well
understand the importance of good re-
lations with Pakistan. Not only was
Pakistan an important ally in the Af-
ghan resistance to the Soviet Union,
but Pakistan also continues to be a
key player in the South Asia region.

I also wish to be supportive of the
current Prime Minister, Benazir
Bhutto. When Pakistan was ruled by an
oppressive military dictatorship, I
tried to be helpful in securing Mrs.
Bhutto’s release from house arrest, and
in promoting a return to democracy in
Pakistan. I have long considered Prime
Minister Bhutto a friend, and have
promised her to do what I can to en-
sure strong United States-Pakistani re-
lations. That being said, I must bal-
ance my support and affection for
Pakistan against what I believe to be
right for United States nonprolifera-
tion policy. And I believe that this
amendment goes too far. I support re-
suming economic assistance, but op-
pose the delivery of the military equip-
ment. I will vote accordingly when the
time comes.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on the Brown mo-
tion to table the Brown amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 61, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 452 Leg.]
YEAS—37

Abraham
Akaka
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Bumpers
Conrad
Coverdell
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine

Dorgan
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein
Frist
Glenn
Gramm
Hollings
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
McConnell
Moynihan
Pell
Pressler
Robb
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone

NAYS—61

Ashcroft
Baucus
Bond
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Craig
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth
Ford
Gorton
Graham

Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Heflin
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun

Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Reid
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 2708) was rejected.

Mr. BROWN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold for one moment so I
can make an announcement?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I withhold.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on this

subject there will be a briefing at 5:30
in S–407, I am advised by the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio. It is open
to all Senators and is on the subject we
just voted on. But that will be in S–407
at 5:30. I wanted to make that an-
nouncement.

Mr. GLENN. It is a classified brief-
ing.

Mr. LEAHY. It is a classified brief-
ing.
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Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Brown
amendment No. 2708 be temporarily
laid aside until 7 p.m. this evening, and
at that time there will be 5 hours for
debate to be equally divided in the
usual form; and when the Senate re-
sumes the amendment on Thursday,
there be 1 hour remaining for debate to
be equally divided in the usual form;
and following the conclusion or yield-
ing back of time, the Senate proceed to
vote on the Brown amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous

consent that the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is
my understanding the Senator from
Nevada is prepared to offer an amend-
ment. We would like to handle as many
amendments as we can between now
and 7, when we resume debate on the
Brown amendment.

So I encourage any Senators who
have amendments they think can be
accepted or would not be controversial
to please come over and let us try to
get them taken care of before 7, be-
cause we have very few remaining con-
tentious amendments after the Paki-
stan amendment and some Helms
amendments.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. It is my understanding

that we are now working on the com-
mittee amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that they be set aside and that I be al-
lowed to offer my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2711

(Purpose: To prohibit female genital
mutilation, and for other purposes)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment will
be set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2711.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing new section:

SEC. . FEDERAL PROHIBITION OF FEMALE GENI-
TAL MUTILATION.

(a) TITLE 18 AMENDMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 7 of title 18, Unit-

ed States Code, is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘§ 116. Female genital mutilation

‘‘(a) Except as provided in subsection (b),
whoever knowingly circumcises, excises, or
infibulates the whole or any part of the labia
majora or labia minora or clitoris of another
person who has not attained the age of 18
years shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both.

‘‘(b) A surgical operation is not a violation
of this section if the operation is—

‘‘(1) necessary to the health of the person
on whom it is performed, and is performed by
a person licensed in the place of its perform-
ance as a medical practitioner; or

‘‘(2) performed on a person in labor or who
has just given birth and is performed for
medical purposes connected with that labor
or birth by a person licensed in the place it
is performed as a medical practitioner, mid-
wife, or person in training to become such a
practitioner or midwife.

‘‘(c) In applying subsection (b)(1), no ac-
count shall be taken of the effect on the per-
son on whom the operation is to be per-
formed of any belief on the part of that or
any other person that the operation is re-
quired as a matter of custom or ritual.

‘‘(d) Whoever knowingly denies to any per-
son medical care or services or otherwise dis-
criminates against any person in the provi-
sion of medical care or services, because—

‘‘(1) that person has undergone female cir-
cumcision, excision, or infibulation; or

‘‘(2) that person has requested that female
circumcision, excision, or infibulation be
performed on any person;
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned
not more than one year, or both.’’.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 7 of title
18, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:
‘‘116. Female genital mutilation.’’.

(b) INFORMATION AND EDUCATION REGARDING
FEMALE GENITAL MUTILATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall carry out the fol-
lowing activities:

(A) Compile data on the number of females
living in the United States who have been
subjected to female genital mutilation
(whether in the United States or in their
countries of origin), including a specification
of the number of girls under the age of 18
who have been subjected to such mutilation.

(B) Identify communities in the United
States that practice female genital mutila-
tion, and design and carry out outreach ac-
tivities to educate individuals in the commu-
nities on the physical and psychological
health effects of such practice. Such out-
reach activities shall be designed and imple-
mented in collaboration with representatives
of the ethnic groups practicing such mutila-
tion and with representatives of organiza-
tions with expertise in preventing such prac-
tice.

(C) Develop recommendations for the edu-
cation of students of schools of medicine and
osteopathic medicine regarding female geni-
tal mutilation and complications arising
from such mutilation. Such recommenda-
tions shall be disseminated to such schools.

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘female genital mutila-
tion’’ means the removal or infibulation (or
both) of the whole or part of the clitoris, the
labia minor, or the labia major.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) Subsection (b) shall take effect imme-

diately, and the Secretary of Health and

Human Services shall commence carrying it
out not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) Subsection (a) shall take effect 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, last Sep-
tember, about a year ago, I introduced
a resolution condemning the practice
of female genital mutilation.

At that time, there was talk on the
Senate floor that perhaps the United
Nations would do something, perhaps
some States would do something. The
fact of the matter is, a year has gone
by and this practice continues.

Mr. President, it is very difficult for
me to stand and talk about something
as repulsive and as cruel and as un-
usual as this practice is. But I feel that
we have an obligation to speak about
the unspeakable, and that is what I am
on the floor to talk about today.

What is female genital mutilation? I
will be as brief in the description as I
can be, but I feel that it is important
to my colleagues for me to explain in
some detail what this practice is.

There are many countries around the
world that allow this practice to take
place. Some call it female circumci-
sion.

There are a number of countries
around the world that this is, in effect,
a rite of passage for little girls. Little
girls between the ages of 6 and 11 are
forced into this gruesome ritual of fe-
male circumcision by their parents
most of the time.

The procedure is something that has
been written about at great length, and
for purposes of this debate, we will
refer to this as FGM, female genital
mutilation. I will not refer to those
terms anymore.

Mr. President, in its most extreme
forms, a little girl’s external sexual or-
gans are scraped away entirely, and
then the procedure—most of the time
very crudely, this is rarely, rarely done
by physicians—the vulva is sewn to-
gether with some type of stitching.
Many times, Mr. President, the little
girl’s legs are bound together for weeks
while a permanent scar forms.

The reasons for this are historical in
nature. No one really knows. In that
this takes place in many Moslem coun-
tries, I think this is fair to say this is
not in the Koran, this is nothing that
is taught by the Koran, but it is prac-
ticed in 20 African countries, in Oman,
South Yemen, United Arab Emirates,
Malaysia, India, Pakistan.

So, I think we have the general idea
of what this procedure is.

Why should we be talking about this
on the floor of the U.S. Senate? We
talk about it because it is important to
focus attention on what is going on
around the world, of course. It is im-
portant because these girls who go
through this process die on occasion,
but they are permanently scarred, not
only physically but emotionally, be-
cause the immediate effect is bleeding,
shock, infections, and even death be-
cause of hemorrhage and unhygienic
conditions.
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The reason I am involved in this is

because I received a call from a close
personal friend of mine in Las Vegas,
NV, a mother of six children who called
me to say that she had watched the
night before the most repulsive thing
that she had ever seen on television,
and this was a picture which I saw on
video later of a little girl having this
process performed on her in Egypt.

As a result of that, I felt it was im-
portant that I learn more about it, as I
have done. I have learned that some 15
percent of all these females die of
bleeding or infections. As I have al-
ready stated, the rest of their lives the
women are afflicted with scarring,
physically and emotionally. They also
have recurring infections, some suffer
complicated and sometimes even fatal
childbirths.

I realize the significance of this rit-
ual in the cultural and societal sys-
tems in communities of Asia, Africa
and the Middle East where it is done
often. This procedure has been per-
formed on not hundreds of women, not
thousands of women, but we are now
into the millions of women.

I repeat, this is a cruel and tortuous
procedure performed on young girls
against their will. The United States
must make all efforts to condemn and
to curb this practice.

Some might say that FGM is not a
concern of the United States. Mr.
President, it is a concern of the United
States, because it does occur in the
United States. Because of immigration
patterns and for other reasons, this rit-
ual comes to the United States with
people coming from other parts of the
world. The same procedure has been
outlawed in the United Kingdom, Swe-
den, Switzerland, to name just a few.
They have all passed legislation pro-
hibiting FGM. France and Canada
maintain that FGM violates already
established laws.

So we in the United States also must
speak out against this torture to
women in the United States. Hopefully
by speaking out, it will focus attention
on this practice that is going on in
other parts of the world.

I am really surprised that the United
Nations takes up all the human rights
things that they do, and I can appre-
ciate that. We as a country take up
human rights concerns. People who go
to prison may spend too much time in
prison. Why should we not speak out on
the torture taking place on a daily
basis to women throughout the world?
This seems much more egregious than
some of the other things we throw up
our arms about dealing with human
rights violations.

What this amendment does is make
it illegal to perform the procedures of
FGM on girls younger than 18. The leg-
islation defines the following meas-
ures: That we compile data on the
number of females in the United States
who have already been subjected to
this; that we identify communities in
the United States in which FGM is
practiced; that we design and imple-

ment outreach activities to inform
people of the physical and psycho-
logical effects of FGM; and that we de-
velop recommendations for educating
students in our medical schools on
treating women who have been subject
to this torture.

As I have stated, this is difficult to
talk about, but ignoring the issue per-
petuates the silent acquiescence to this
barbarous practice.

I was very happy to hear that at the
conference in Beijing, China, which was
just completed last weekend, that FGM
was a topic at the U.N. Conference on
Women. I say through this legislation,
the United States can acknowledge the
importance of this issue to all women.

I further say, Mr. President, that I
appreciate the support of my efforts in
this matter by Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN, Senator WELLSTONE, and Sen-
ator SIMON. I hope, Mr. President, that
this matter will be resoundingly ac-
cepted. I think it is important for us as
a body, as a Congress, and as a Nation
to speak out against this. The very
least we can do is have a law on the
books that makes this illegal in our
country.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
issue of female genital mutilation
[FGM] was first brought before the
Senate last September when Senator
REID introduced a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution condemning this cruel ritual
practice and commending the Govern-
ment of Egypt for taking quick action
against two men who performed this
deed on a 10-year-old girl in front of
CNN television cameras.

This amendment would make it ille-
gal to perform the procedures of FGM
on girls younger than 18. In addition, it
proscribes the following measures as
necessary to the eradication of this
procedure: compiling data on the num-
ber of females in the U.S. who have
been subjected to FGM, identifying
communities in the United States in
which it is practiced, designing and im-
plementing outreach activities to in-
form people of its physical and psycho-
logical effects, and developing rec-
ommendations for educating students
in medical schools on treating women
and girls who have undergone mutila-
tions. I am proud to be a cosponsor of
this amendment that addresses an
issue so crucial to the mental and
physical health of women and girls.

The ritual practice of female genital
mutilation currently affects an esti-
mated 80 million women in over 30
countries. Although FGM is most wide-
spread in parts of Africa, the Middle
East, and the Far East, immigrants

from practicing groups have brought
the custom to wherever they have set-
tled.

In the countries and cultures of its
origin, FGM is most commonly per-
formed with crude instruments such as
dull razor blades, glass, and kitchen
knives while the girl is tied or held
down by other women. In most cases,
anesthesia is not used. Afterwards,
herb mixtures, cow dung, or ashes are
often rubbed on the wound to stop the
bleeding.

Aside from the obvious emotional
and physical trauma which are caused
by this procedure, it has been esti-
mated that 15 percent of all cir-
cumcised females die as a result of the
ritual. The long term effects dealt with
by American doctors who treat muti-
lated women and girls are listed by the
New England Journal of Medicine as
including chronic pelvic infections, in-
fertility, chronic urinary tract infec-
tions, dermoid cysts (which may grow
to the size of a grapefruit), and chronic
anxiety or depression.

Although female genital mutilation
has sometimes been viewed as a purely
cultural phenomena, it is clear that no
ethical justification can be made for
this inhumane practice in any country.

Additionally, FGM has already been
banned in many Western nations. In
1982, Sweden passed a law making all
forms of female circumcision illegal,
and the United Kingdom passed a simi-
lar law in 1985. France, the Nether-
lands, Canada, and Belgium have each
set a precedent for the illegality of fe-
male circumcision by holding that it
violates laws prohibiting bodily muti-
lation and child abuse. Action has been
taken to enforce the statutes banning
this practice in all the countries I’ve
just mentioned.

However, due to complex cultural
factors, dealing with this issue in the
United States requires more than mak-
ing the ritual practice of FGM illegal.
Immigrant parents in the United
States who import a circumciser from
their home country or find an Amer-
ican doctor willing to perform the pro-
cedure claim to do so out of a desire to
do the best thing for their daughters.
In the societies and cultures that prac-
tice it, FGM is said to be an integral
part of the socialization of girls into
acceptable womanhood. Often, the mu-
tilations are perceived by a girl’s par-
ents as her passport to social accept-
ance or the required physical marking
of her marriageability. In spite of its
obvious cruelty therefore, FGM is a
part of cultural identity. Clearly, fe-
male genital mutilation must be dealt
with in a manner which takes into ac-
count its complex causes and mean-
ings.

Because of the complexity of this
issue and the lack of available informa-
tion regarding FGM in the United
States, this amendment includes a pro-
vision ensuring that research be car-
ried out to determine the number of fe-
males in the U.S. who have undergone
mutilations. This research would also
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document the types of physical and
psychological damage dealt with by
American medical professionals who
treat mutilated woman.

Finally, this amendment would en-
sure that medical students are edu-
cated in how to treat women and girls
who have undergone FGM. In 1994, the
New England Journal of Medicine re-
ported that pregnant women who have
undergone infibulation—in which the
labia majora are stitched to cover the
urethra and entrance to the vagina—
are at serious risk, as are their unborn
babies, if treated by physicians who
have not been trained in dealing with
infibulated women. In fact, untreated
infibulated women have double the risk
of maternal death and several times in-
creased risk of stillbirth when com-
pared with women who have not under-
gone mutilation.

Passage of this amendment would
also send a clear message to American
medical professionals, some of whom
reportedly have been offered as much
as $3,000 to perform mutilations on
young girls. It would see to it that the
names of Western doctors who mutilate
girls would no longer be passed around
in immigrant communities.

Female genital mutilation is the
world’s most widespread form of tor-
ture, yet no other mass dilation of hu-
manity has received so comparatively
little journalistic or governmental at-
tention. We in the United States
should make it clear that it is a serious
crime if it occurs here. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment as
an essential tool in the straggle
against the perpetuation of this hei-
nous practice.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am not aware of any opposition to the
Reid amendment. We are prepared to
accept it.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the Senator from Nevada. I
have heard him discuss this in Appro-
priations Committee. I know this is
something he feels passionately about.
We have no objection to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2711) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from Alaska is here.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing committee amendment be laid
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous
consent to offer a freestanding amend-
ment.

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to
object, I still have no idea what is in
the amendment. I wonder if I might
have a chance at least to see it before
I agree.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am happy to pro-
vide the Senator from Vermont with a
copy of the amendment. It would be a
freestanding amendment.

Mr. McCONNELL. May I suggest the
Senator from Alaska explain the
amendment before he sends it up.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I advise
my friend from Alaska, I do not want
to block him from getting the amend-
ment up, but I want some idea of what
it is. Maybe he might try explaining it
and then remake the motion.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank my col-
leagues from Kentucky and Vermont.

My amendment adds specificity to
the timing as well as the sequencing of
aspects that are key to the agreed
framework on nuclear issues, which the
administration signed with North
Korea last October. This would ensure
that everyone, including the North Ko-
reans, knows exactly how and when—
and if—the funding will be provided by
the Congress or additional diplomatic
or economic steps will be taken toward
North Korea.

The amendment parallels much of
House Joint Resolution 83 passed Sep-
tember 18 by the House of Representa-
tives. The Senate, I think, should go on
record in similar detail.

I am pleased that the amendment is
cosponsored by the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator
HELMS, as well as Senator MCCAIN, one
of the Senate’s most respected voices
on North Korean matters, and the Sen-
ate Republican Policy chairman, Sen-
ator NICKLES.

AMENDMENT NO. 2712

(Purpose: To provide authorization for im-
plementation of the Agreed Framework be-
tween the United States and North Korea)

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
with permission of the floor managers,
I propose a freestanding amendment
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOW-

SKI], proposes an amendment numbered 2712.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place insert the follow-

ing:

AUTHORIZATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
AGREED FRAMEWORK BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND NORTH KOREA

SEC. 575. (a) This section may be cited as
the ‘‘Authorization for Implementation of
the Agreed Framework Between the United
States and North Korea Act’’.

(b)(1) The purpose of this section is to set
forth requirements, consistent with the
Agreed Framework, for the United States
implementation of the Agreed Framework.

(2) Nothing in this section requires the
United States to take any action which
would be inconsistent with any provision of
the Agreed Framework.

(c)(1) The United States may not exercise
any action under the Agreed Framework
that would require the obligation or expendi-
ture of funds except to the extent and in the
amounts provided in an Act authorizing ap-
propriations and in an appropriations Act.

(2) No funds may be made available under
any provision of law to carry out activities
described in the Agreed Framework unless
the President determines and certifies to
Congress that North Korea is in full compli-
ance with the terms of the Agreed Frame-
work.

(d) None of the funds made available to
carry out any program, project, or activity
funded under any provision of law may be
used to maintain relations with North Korea
at the ambassadorial level unless North
Korea has satisfied the IAEA safeguards re-
quirement described in subsection (g), the
additional requirements set forth in sub-
section (h), and the nuclear nonproliferation
requirements of subsection (i).

(e)(1) The President shall not terminate
the economic embargo of North Korea until
North Korea has satisfied the IAEA safe-
guards requirement described in subsection
(g), the additional requirements set forth in
subsection (h), and the nuclear nonprolifera-
tion requirements of subsection (i).

(2) As used in this subsection, the term
‘‘economic embargo of North Korea’’ means
the regulations of the Department of the
Treasury restricting trade with North Korea
under section 5(b) of the Trading With the
Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)).

(f)(1) If North Korea does not maintain the
freeze of its graphite-moderated nuclear pro-
gram as defined in the Agreed Framework,
or if North Korea diverts heavy oil for pur-
poses not specified in the Agreed Frame-
work, then—

(A) no additional heavy oil may be ex-
ported to North Korea if such oil is subject
to the jurisdiction of the United States, or is
exported by a person subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States;

(B) the United States shall immediately
cease any direct or indirect support for any
exports of heavy oil to North Korea; and

(C) the President shall oppose steps to ex-
port heavy oil to North Korea by all other
countries in the Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization.

(2) Whoever violates paragraph (1)(A) hav-
ing the requisite knowledge described in sec-
tion 11 of the Export Administration Act of
1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410) shall be subject to
the same penalties as are provided in that
section for violations of that Act.

(g) The requirement of this section is satis-
fied when the President determines and cer-
tifies to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees that North Korea is in full compli-
ance with its safeguards agreement with the
International Atomic Energy Agency
(INFCIRC/403), in accordance with part IV (3)
of the Agreed Framework under the time-
table set forth therein, as determined by the
Agency after—

(1) conducting inspections of the two sus-
pected nuclear waste sites at the Yongbyon
nuclear complex; and
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(2) conducting such other inspections in

North Korea as may be deemed necessary by
the Agency.

(h) The additional requirements referred to
in subsections (d) and (e) are the following,
as determined and certified by the President
to the appropriate congressional commit-
tees:

(1) That progress has been made in talks
between North Korea and the Republic of
Korea, including implementation of con-
fidence-building measures by North Korea as
well as other concrete steps to reduce ten-
sions.

(2) That the United States and North Korea
have established a process for returning the
remains of United States military personnel
who are listed as missing in action (MIAs)
during the Korean conflict between 1950 and
1953, including field activities conducted
jointly by the United States and North
Korea.

(3) That North Korea no longer meets the
criteria for inclusion on the list maintained
by the Secretary of State under section
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act
of 1979 of countries the governments of which
repeatedly provide support for acts of inter-
national terrorism.

(4) That North Korea has taken positive
steps to demonstrate a greater respect for
internationally recognized human rights.

(5) That North Korea has agreed to control
equipment and technology in accordance
with the criteria and standards set forth in
the Missile Technology Control Regime, as
defined in section 74(2) of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2797c).

(i) The nuclear nonproliferation require-
ments referred to in subsections (d) and (e)
are the following, as determined and cer-
tified by the President to the appropriate
congressional committees and the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the
Senate:

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactors of North Korea have
been removed from the territory of North
Korea as is consistent with the Agreed
Framework.

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy has conducted any and all inspections
that it deems necessary to account fully for
the stocks of plutonium and other nuclear
materials in North Korea, including special
inspections of suspected nuclear waste sites,
before any nuclear components controlled by
the Nuclear Supplier Group Guidelines are
delivered for a light water reactor for North
Korea.

(3) The dismantlement of all graphite-
based nuclear reactors in North Korea, in-
cluding reprocessing facilities, has been com-
pleted in accordance with the Agreed Frame-
work and in a manner that effectively bars
in perpetuity any reactivation of such reac-
tors and facilities.

(j) The United States shall suspend actions
described in the Agreed Framework if North
Korea reloads its existing 5 megawatt nu-
clear reactor or resumes construction of nu-
clear facilities other than those permitted to
be built under the Agreed Framework.

(k) The President may waive the applica-
tion of subsection (g), (h), (i), or (j) if the
President determines, and so notifies in writ-
ing the appropriate congressional commit-
tees, that to do so is vital to the security in-
terests of the United States.

(k)(1) Beginning 6 months after the date of
enactment of this Act, and every 12 months
thereafter, the President shall transmit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report setting forth—

(A) an assessment of the extent of compli-
ance by North Korea with all the provisions
of the Agreed Framework and this subtitle;

(B) a statement of the progress made on
construction of light-water reactors, includ-
ing a statement of all contributions, direct
and indirect, made by any country to the Ko-
rean Peninsula Energy Development Organi-
zation from the date of signature of the
Agreed Framework to the date of the report;

(C) a statement of all contributions, direct
or indirect, by any country which is not a
member of the Korean Peninsula Energy De-
velopment Organization for implementation
of the Agreed Framework;

(D) a statement of all expenditures made
by the Korean Peninsula Energy Develop-
ment Organization, either directly or indi-
rectly, for implementation of the Agreed
Framework;

(E) an estimate of the date by which North
Korea is expected to satisfy the IAEA safe-
guards requirement described in subsection
(g);

(F) a statement whether North Korea is
transferring missiles or missile technology
to other countries, including those countries
that are state sponsors of international ter-
rorism;

(G) a description of any new developments
or advances in North Korea’s nuclear weap-
ons program;

(H) a statement of the progress made by
the United States in fulfilling its actions
under the Agreed Framework, including any
steps taken toward normalization of rela-
tions with North Korea;

(I) a statement of any progress made on
dismantlement and destruction of the graph-
ite-moderated nuclear reactors of North
Korea and related facilities;

(J) a description of the steps being taken
to implement the North-South Joint Dec-
laration on the Denuclearization of the Ko-
rean Peninsula;

(K) an assessment of the participation by
North Korea in talks between North Korea
and the Republic of Korea; and

(L) a description of any action taken by
the President under subsection (f)(1)(B).

(2) To the maximum extent possible, the
President should submit the report in un-
classified form.

(l) As used in this section:
(1) AGREED FRAMEWORK.—The term

‘‘Agreed Framework’’ means the document
entitled ‘‘Agreed Framework Between the
United States of America and the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea’’, signed
October 21, 1994, at Geneva, and the attached
Confidential Minute.

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committees on For-
eign Relations and Armed Services of the
Senate and the Committees on International
Relations and National Security of the
House of Representatives.

(3) IAEA SAFEGUARDS.—The term ‘‘IAEA
safeguards’’ means the safeguards set forth
in an agreement between a country and the
International Atomic Energy Agency, as au-
thorized by Article III(A)(5) of the Statute of
the International Atomic Energy Agency.

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea, including any agency or in-
strumentality thereof.

(5) INSPECTIONS.—The term ‘‘inspections’’
means inspections conducted by the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to
an IAEA safeguards agreement, including
special inspection of undeclared information
or locations if the IAEA cannot account for
nuclear material and is therefore unable to
verify that there has been no diversion of nu-
clear materials.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that much of the open-
ing description of the amendment has

already been read, I am going to dis-
pense with that. I am sure the reporter
has it.

Let me take a moment and review for
my colleagues what was in the October
framework agreement that I think de-
serves a little reflection. You will all
recall that North Korea gets two 1000-
megawatt light water reactors at a
cost of at least $4 billion. We do not
know exactly what that cost might be.
It might be more than that right now.
North Korea gets free oil, $500 million
worth, until the new reactors can be
brought on line. And North Korea gets
normalized relations and relaxed trade
restrictions with the United States,
which they have sought for a number
of decades. North Korea gets freedom
from the IAEA special inspections for
some years into the future.

I might add that North Korean is the
only country which has been exempted
from immediate special inspections by
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy, to exempt from the mandatory in-
spections. South Africa, for example,
opened up its entire program for in-
spection. So, clearly, what we have
done in North Korea is without prece-
dent.

Furthermore, we were led to believe
that the United States would not be re-
sponsible for any significant funding. I
am told unofficially that after we get a
little further along the line with the
commitments to provide the light
water reactors, we are going to be
asked to contribute a significant
amount of aid for switch gear. The
switch gear is the mechanical capabil-
ity to dispense power once the power is
generated, and the North Koreans do
not have that capability, nor do they
have anywhere near the capacity in
their current switching gear. They will
be requesting assistance in the amount
of roughly $1 billion. We should see
that as a likely reality.

I have told you what was in the Octo-
ber deal and what the North Koreans
get. Let us review what we get. We get
North Korea’s promise to freeze the
current nuclear program, including
their graphite-moderated reactors and
reprocessing facilities; we get North
Korea’s promise for the IAEA special
inspections—only we get it some 5
years in the future, something they
previously agreed to in January of 1992
but have refused to allow.

Finally, we get North Korea’s prom-
ise that its some 8,000 spent nuclear
rods filled with weapons-grade pluto-
nium will not be reprocessed in North
Korea. In the interim, we have won the
right to stabilize these rods, at, appar-
ently, our expense. The question of
where these rods are going to be stored
is still open—we have an issue in our
own country, a significant issue, on the
unacceptability of storing high-level
nuclear waste rods at our power sites.
That is what we get—promises, but
nothing else yet.

So I remain a critic of several aspects
of the deal, although, as they say,
hindsight is cheap. I also recognize
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that the administration, of course, had
the authority to negotiate the deal. I
have always been critical of the deal
because I think we gave away our le-
verage when we allowed the North Ko-
reans to simply dictate the terms of
the agreement. When you negotiate a
deal, there are certain things that are
on the table and certain things that
are not on the table. The fact that we
allowed the North Koreans to be ex-
empt from special inspections, I think,
was a very, very poor decision on be-
half of the administration. Neverthe-
less, it is a decision that was made by
the administration.

But I do believe that Congress has a
role as well, and that role has thus far
been somewhat ignored. It has been
piqued when we had discussions or
floor statements on the subject. But I
do not think we can ignore it any
longer, now that the administration
has turned to us for funding. I will
have, in a future speech, some specific
references where the administration
assured us there will be very little like-
lihood of significant funding.

However, today we are told the ad-
ministration has sought funding from
Congress for all aspects of the deal—all
aspects: delivering heavy oil, dealing
with spent fuel, the light water reactor
project, and even the setup costs of
KEDO. That is the international con-
sortium that is attempting to put this
together.

For fiscal year 1995, the administra-
tion spent $4.7 million in emergency
Department of Defense funds. I have
heard members of the Armed Services
Committee on this floor question how
in the world Department of Defense
emergency funds could ever be utilized
for this purpose. But that is where the
administration saw fit to expend the
funds. The administration took $4.7
million in emergency DOD funds and
bought heavy oil for North Korea.

What did North Korea do with the
heavy oil? They were supposed to use it
for power generation. We know for a
fact some of it was funneled off into in-
dustrial complexes, and it was interest-
ing to note there was an increase in
military activity shortly after that oil
flowed in, which I find rather confound-
ing. Mr. President, $10 million in repro-
grammed Department of Energy funds
have been used and $4 million from re-
programmed Department of State
funds.

So when the administration suggests
it is not going to cost much, we have
already expended approximately $20
million.

For this fiscal year, the administra-
tion has requested $22 million in De-
partment of State funds and $5 million
of Department of Energy funds—about
$27 million.

If U.S. taxpayers’ funds are going to
be used, then I think Congress must
play a monitoring role. My legislation
outlines that role for the Congress.

The proposed amendment is consist-
ent with the agreed framework. It is
not an attempt to sabotage the agree-

ment, but the amendment does at-
tempt to hold North Korea to its prom-
ises before the United States simply
gives it everything it wants. So far we
have been doing all the giving and
North Korea has been doing all the
taking. Eventually North Korea, too,
has to do some giving, including giving
up entirely its nuclear ambitions as
well as the sale of arms to other na-
tions.

Specifically, before the United States
fully normalizes political and economic
relations with North Korea, my amend-
ment would require the full implemen-
tation of the IAEA safeguards require-
ments, including allowing inspections
of the two suspected nuclear waste
sites; allowing the removal of all spent
fuel to a third country—any third
country, of course, other than the
United States, by preference; and mak-
ing progress in North-South dialog.

In addition, North Korea must ad-
dress other areas of U.S. concern:

First, they must agree to go beyond
the current and very ineffective proc-
ess for returning remains of United
States missing in action from the
North Korean war. Mr. President, cur-
rently we have 8,177—8,177—still listed
as missing in action in North Korea.
We have reason to believe we know
where many of those remains might be,
as we have identified crash sites and
other areas of high-intensity activity.

It is interesting to do a comparison:
8,177 MIA’s in North Korea, 1,621 in
Vietnam. Yet the entire focus of the
Nation has been traditionally on those
missing in action in the Vietnam con-
flict. As a consequence of the success of
the joint field activities in Vietnam,
we propose that same type of joint field
activities in North Korea.

Finally, North Korea must cease the
export of ballistic missiles and related
military technology. There is evidence
that North Korea is exporting missiles
to Iran, among other terrorist nations,
from time to time.

The amendment would also condition
future funding on North Korea fulfill-
ing the terms of the agreed framework
and the confidential minute in accord-
ance with the schedule set forth on the
agreed framework.

On the particular issue of the supply
of heavy oil, the amendment would re-
strict U.S. support for exports of heavy
oil if North Korea diverts heavy oil to
purposes not specified in the agreed
framework or otherwise is not in com-
pliance with the agreed framework. We
have already seen violations of this
section of the agreement, as I have out-
lined for my colleagues.

Finally, the amendment makes clear
that the United States will suspend its
participation in the agreed framework
if North Korea reloads its existing 5
megawatt reactor or resumes construc-
tion of nuclear facilities.

In concluding, let me reiterate that
this amendment should not be seen as
a rejection of the committee’s original
language but as a necessary enhance-
ment. It contains a reasonable and de-

tailed road map for progress in the
United States-Democratic Republic of
North Korea relations, while providing
an appropriate monitoring role for
Congress, because after all it is our
money.

The House has also taken similar ac-
tion. I think we should take steps to
ensure that North Korea keeps its
promises. I urge my colleagues and the
administration to support this ap-
proach in the national interest and in
the interest of continuity.

I thank my colleagues and I yield the
floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that further proceedings under
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,
what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the Murkowski
amendment No. 2712.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Mur-
kowski amendment be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on

behalf of the Senator from Florida,
Senator MACK, I send an amendment to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

Mr. McCONNELL. Not to be consid-
ered, just to be filed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be submitted and
numbered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2710, 2714 THROUGH 2722, EN
BLOC

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have seven amendments that are rou-
tine, and as far as I know there are no
objections to them. Let me list them:
an amendment by Senator SPECTER on
section 660, which has to do with police
training; amendments for myself re-
garding competitive financing; an
amendment by Senator STEVENS of
Alaska dealing with the issue of map-
ping; an amendment by Senator KASSE-
BAUM already at the desk regarding Li-
beria; an amendment by Senator
BINGAMAN concerning energy; two
amendments by Senator MACK, one re-
lating to the World Bank and one relat-
ing to the index of economic freedom;
and an amendment by my colleague
from Vermont on Honduras.

Mr. President, I send those amend-
ments to the desk en bloc and I ask for
their immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloc.

The clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
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The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes amendments numbered 2710,
2714 through 2722 en bloc.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 2710

(Purpose: Expressing the sense of the Con-
gress with respect to the peace process in
Liberia)
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
LIBERIA

SEC. . (a) The Congress finds that—
(1) the war in Liberia begun in 1989 has

devastated that country, with more than
150,000 people killed, 800,000 people forced to
flee to other countries, and thousands of
children conscripted into the rebel armies;

(2) after nearly six years of conflict, on Au-
gust 19, 1995, the Liberia factions signed a
peace agreement in Abuja, Nigeria; and

(3) the Liberian faction leaders and re-
gional powers appear to be committed to the
most recent peace accord, including the in-
stallation of the new ruling council.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the
United States should strongly support the
peace process in Liberia, including diplo-
matic engagement, support for the west Afri-
can peacekeeping force, humanitarian assist-
ance, and assistance for demobilizing troops
and for the resettlement of refugees.

(c) Section 1(b)(2) of Public Law 102–270 is
amended by striking ‘‘to implement the
Yamoussoukro accord’’.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise today to offer an amendment on
Liberia. I am pleased to be joined by
Senator SIMON, former chairman of the
Africa Subcommittee, and Senator
FEINGOLD, ranking member of the Sub-
committee.

This amendment expresses strong
support for the latest Liberia peace
agreement and facilitates the provision
of limited United States assistance to
Liberia.

Begun on Christmas day 1989, the
civil war in Liberia has devastated that
country. More than 150,000 people have
been killed, mostly innocent women
and children. Upward of three-quarters
of a million people have been forced to
flee to neighboring countries. Most
heart-wrenching is the disastrous ef-
fect of the war on the children of Libe-
ria. Many young boys—probably tens of
thousands—have been conscripted by
the warring factions, handed weapons
sometimes bigger than they are, and
sent into battle.

Mr. President, in August 1990, the
Economic Community of West African
States sent a peacekeeping force led by
Nigeria. The force, called ECOMOG, did
stop the rebel advance—but over time
became one of the combatants and did
little to bring peace to Liberia.

And, the situation has only become
more confused the last couple of years.
The number of factions multiplied.
Some of these groups have split and
others connected with a rebel move-
ment in Sierra Leone. ECOMOG formed
alliances with certain factions. Arms
flows continued. Clearly the warlords

appeared much more interested in their
personal power and wealth than in the
future of their country.

After more than 5 years of brutal and
inhuman conflict, many in the outside
world had simply given up on Liberia.
I must say that I was one who had be-
come increasingly frustrated with the
situation and pessimistic about the fu-
ture of Liberia.

Yet, in the midst of the cynicism, we
have seen a dramatic and very positive
breakthrough in Liberia. Last month,
the major faction leaders—under in-
tense pressure from Ghanaian Presi-
dent Jerry Rawlings—signed a peace
agreement in Abuja, Nigeria. Unlike
the previous 11 accords, many believe
and hope that this is a peace accord
with a difference. For once, the Nige-
rians—the leaders of ECOWAS—and
rebel leader Charles Taylor appear to
have reached an understanding. All the
major faction leaders are part of the
transition.

Mr. President, I believe that now is
the time for the international commu-
nity, including the United States, to
respond positively to this latest devel-
opment. Liberia is a country founded
by a group of freed American slaves.
We have a long history of involvement
in Liberia and, I believe, a special re-
sponsibility for its future.

This amendment expresses the sense
of Congress that the United States
should strongly support the recent
peace accord. We should assist with the
ECOMOG peacekeeping force. We
should help demobilize the troops,
many of which are children. We should
support efforts to resettle the refugees.

This amendment also facilitates the
delivery of United States relief by
waiving the Brooke amendment for Li-
beria for these types of aid. Because of
the irresponsible fiscal policies of
former President Doe and the war, Li-
beria is prevented from receiving any
nonemergency United States assist-
ance under the Brooke amendment.

In 1992, I sponsored a bill—signed
into law by President Bush—which
waives the Brooke amendment for lim-
ited types of assistance to Liberia.
That action followed an earlier peace
accord that many hoped would end the
fighting. But, as we know, the war re-
sumed, and the current authority does
not apply because the law refers only
to the Yamoussoukro accord. This
amendment simply deletes the ref-
erence to ‘‘Yamoussoukro’’ in the cur-
rent law. It does not appropriate any
new money or affect direct spending. It
only gives the President the limited
authority to support the latest peace
agreement in Liberia from existing ac-
counts.

Mr. President, I would urge support
for this amendment. I believe it is a
limited, but important, step in facili-
tating United States assistance for Li-
beria at this critical time. It is my
hope that this latest peace agreement
will hold and the devastating and bru-
tal conflict in Liberia will finally end.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, be-
fore I begin speaking about Liberia, I

would like to congratulate the man-
agers of this bill for the good work
they have done on behalf of Africa in
this bill. The Chairman’s mark reflects
cuts to the accounts that affect devel-
opment in sub-Saharan Africa, but
they do not paralyze our program or
signal a United States withdrawal from
the region. I think the Chairman acted
very responsibly, and I would urge him
and the other Senate conferees to pro-
tect this mark, at a minimum, in con-
ference. The case for continued support
for Africa is strong, and, I believe, that
the United States has serious national
security interests in the region, which
make our investment there an impera-
tive.

Today I want to talk about Liberia
specifically, though, and to speak as a
cosponsor of the Kassebaum amend-
ment on Liberia, which I expect is non-
controversial. The amendment will
make what a technical fix in existing
law, and permit the United States to
provide assistance to Liberia to imple-
ment the Abuja peace accords reached
last month.

Since 1989, Liberia has suffered some
of the most wretched and vengeful war-
fare in Africa. More than 180,000 people
have been killed; approximately half
the country’s population has been dis-
placed; and the capital city of Monro-
via is bursting with three times its pre-
war population. The country has been
shattered by senseless ethnic and indi-
vidual rivalries, and has been on the
verge of total collapse and anarchy.
The conflict has contributed to insta-
bility throughout West Africa, and se-
rious violence—mirroring Liberia’s fac-
tional divides—has recently erupted in
Sierra Leone.

I had the opportunity last year to
visit Liberia with the past chairman of
the Subcommittee on African Affairs,
Senator SIMON, and listened to first-
hand accounts about the war. Children
were fighting children to seek revenge
for relatives’ deaths, or just simply to
earn a day’s food; arms flow from state
to state, available to anyone seeking
anything explosive; and violence marks
the life of every Liberian citizen.

Since 1989 the United States has pro-
vided over $380 million for humani-
tarian relief in Liberia, and $60 million
for efforts aimed at conflict resolution.
The United Nations has maintained a
small peacekeeping mission in Liberia,
and the Economic Community of West
African States [ECOWAS] has deployed
thousands of peacekeepers in an effort
to quell some of the violence. It has
been a difficult assignment, to say the
least.

There have been a dozen peace ac-
cords in Liberia in the past 6 years.
They have failed for a variety of rea-
sons, but most of them were doomed
because they were not negotiated with
the concept of powersharing for all the
factional leaders; rather they sought to
isolate some parties, in a war which
nobody has won, and in fact everybody
has lost. Consequently, there has not
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been a unified national will to stop the
fighting.

The Abuja accord signed last month,
though, represents a new way of doing
business in Liberia: for the first time,
all seven factions are represented and
invested in the agreement; and for the
first time, there is a concept of power-
sharing in Liberia. It also comes at a
time when the people of Liberia have
actively demonstrated their yearning
for an end to the war. Ghanaian Presi-
dent Jerry Rawlings deserves a great
deal of credit for his tenacity and cre-
ativity in facilitating the Abuja ac-
cord. I also commend the Nigerians for
the role they have played in these
groundbreaking negotiations.

For that reason, it is with a cautious
sense of relief that I congratulate the
people of Liberia on the peace agree-
ment, and join Senator KASSEBAUM in
urging support for the Abuja accord.
Given the discouraging history of this
war, success is, quite frankly, a
longshot, but this agreement is Libe-
ria’s best hope at this time for peace.

The task of reconciliation in Liberia
is daunting, so the Abuja accord must
be viewed with a healthy dose of skep-
ticism. But if the parties take the first
steps and demonstrate their commit-
ment to the process, then the United
States will finally have an oppor-
tunity—after spending years of invest-
ing in humanitarian relief for Liberia—
to bolster a peace.

The first signs have been promising.
A ceasefire has been in place, and hold-
ing more or less, since August 26; the
new transitional government, the
Council of State, was inaugurated on
September 1; an ambitious timeline for
disarmament and demobilization has
been set; and democratic elections
have been scheduled for August 1996.
But there is a long and difficult road
ahead, with many obstacles to over-
come.

For most of the problems, the an-
swers will be hard to come by. For in-
stance, when I was in Monrovia last
year, Liberia was in the process of try-
ing to disarm soldiers, pursuant to the
Cotonou accords. Yet all they could
offer a demobilized soldier was a bag of
rice, a jug of cooking oil, and a pair of
tennis shoes—just enough to feed a
family for a few weeks, and hardly
enough to substitute for a job as a sol-
dier. Similarly, to reintegrate a child
soldier requires a school and other con-
structive programs. Clearly, this will
be a tremendously complicated and
long-term process—one which involves
not only national reconciliation, but
also the development of alternative
economic opportunities.

The United States has a moral inter-
est in the fate of Liberia, and we have
responded significantly to the humani-
tarian disaster of the past 6 years. We
now must seize the opportunity to in-
vest in peace. While we have limited
funds to allocate to foreign aid at all
this year, we can use our unique histor-
ical relationship with Liberia and the
weight of creative diplomacy to ad-

vance the process of reconciliation in
Liberia.

First, we must continue to offer sup-
port to the Council of State and, where
appropriate and possible, facilitate at-
tempts at reconciliation. We should be
available to President Rawlings in his
efforts through ECOWAS to forge peace
in the region as well. Second, we
should redouble efforts to work with
other West African States—namely
Burkina Faso, Cote D’Ivoire, Sierra
Leone, and Nigeria—to stop the fla-
grant arms transfers to Liberia. Third,
Liberia should be designated as a prior-
ity within our aid budget to Africa, and
resources should be allocated accord-
ingly to support the peace process. If
the Abuja accords prove successful,
then the Assistant Secretary of State
for African Affairs, the Honorable
George Moose, or other high-ranking
Administration officials should con-
sider visiting Monrovia. These are all
issues we will explore when the sub-
committee holds its hearings on the
prospects for peace in Liberia next
week.

Over the years, the United States has
proven itself willing to contribute in
disaster assistance to Liberia. With the
Abuja accord, we have a long overdue
opportunity to help support a peace.
After 6 harsh years of sadistic violence
and dislocation, Liberia needs this
agreement to succeed. This amendment
will clarify that that can happen.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 2714

(Purpose: To Allow Training of Foreign Po-
lice Forces During and After U.S. Military
Operations)
On page 81, line 21, strike ‘‘paragraph’’ and

insert ‘‘paragraphs.’’ On page 81, line 23,
after ‘‘enforcement.’’ insert the following:

‘‘(6) with respect to assistance provided to
reconstitute civilian police authority and ca-
pability in the post-conflict restoration of
host nation infrastructure for the purposes
of supporting a nation emerging from insta-
bility, and the provision of professional pub-
lic safety training, to include training in
internationally recognized standards of
human rights, the rule of law, anti-corrup-
tion, and the promotion of civilian police
roles that support democracy.’’

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, for two
decades, section 660 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 has prohibited the
U.S. Government from training foreign
police forces.

There are a number of exemptions,
however: For example, antiterrorism
and counterdrug training have been
permitted. The foreign operations bill
contains a new exemption; namely, for
training foreign police to monitor and
enforce sanctions.

The 1996 foreign operations report
contains an additional exemption; that
is, training for monitoring and enforc-
ing embargoes.

Deputy Secretary John White and
other officials believe that another ex-
emption is needed.

In their view, the U.S. Government
should be allowed to carry out police
training during and after U.S. military
operations.

During military operations in Gre-
nada, Panama, Somalia, and Haiti,
public order broke down. Creating new
public safety forces in these countries
was essential: U.S. forces were unable
to leave until there was a new police
force in place to protect the public.

But section 660 prohibitions tech-
nically prevented the Defense Depart-
ment—the most effective organization
in hostile environments—from per-
forming this training; as the report of
the congressionally mandated, biparti-
san Commission on Roles and Missions
of the Armed Forces stated, ‘‘there are
no civilian agencies capable of short
notice training in hostile, demanding
environment. We expect DOD will con-
tinue to be called upon to carry out
law enforcement operations in the fu-
ture.’’

The Commission recommended that
legislation that restricts the ability of
the Federal Government to conduct
constabulary training, for example,
section 660, should be amended to allow
greater DOD participation.

The Pentagon is prepared to accept
its responsibility for short-term train-
ing in hostile environments, for exam-
ple, Somalia. Before they do so, how-
ever, they wish to see section 660
amended.

The amendment would not require
the Defense Department to do the
training. Rather, it would allow the
President to use whatever Government
agency he felt was appropriate. In a
lsss hostile environment, for example,
Panama after Noreiga’s capture, the
FBI or other agency might do the
training.

AMENDMENT NO. 2715

On page 67, line 11, add the following sec-
tion:

(b) Direct costs associated with meeting a
foreign customer’s additional or unique re-
quirements will continue to be allowable
under such contracts. Loadings applicable to
such direct costs shall be permitted at the
same rates applicable to procurement of like
items purchased by the Department of De-
fense for its own use.

AMENDMENT NO. 2716

(Purpose: To require a report providing a
concise overview of the prospects for eco-
nomic growth on a broad, equitable, and
sustainable basis in the countries receiving
economic assistance under title II of this
act)
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi-
dent shall include in the congressional pres-
entation materials on United States bilat-
eral economic assistance submitted to the
appropriate congressional committees for a
fiscal year a report providing a concise over-
view of the prospects for economic growth on
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in
the countries receiving economic assistance
under title II of this Act. For each country,
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and
practices of that country that most contrib-
ute to or detract from the achievement of
this kind of growth. The report should ad-
dress relevant macroeconomic, micro-
economic, social, legal, environmental, and
political factors and include economic free-
dom criteria regarding policies wage and
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price controls, state ownership of production
and distribution, state control of financial
institutions, trade and foreign investment,
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri-
vate property protections.

(b) COUNTRIES.—The countries referred to
in subsection (a) are countries—

(1) for which in excess a total of $5,000,000
has been obligated during the previous fiscal
year for assistance under sections 103
through 106, chapters 10, 11 of part I, and
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, and under the Support for East-
ern Democracy Act of 1989; or

(2) for which in excess of $1,000,000 has been
obligated during the previous fiscal year for
assistance administered by the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation.

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of State
shall submit the report required by sub-
section (a) in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Administrator of
the Agency for International Development,
and the President of the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation.

AMENDMENT NO. 2717

(Purpose: To direct USAID contracting of
mapping and surveying to qualified U.S.
contractors)
Add the following in the appropriate sec-

tion:
‘‘To the maximum extent possible, the

funds provided by this Act shall be used to
provide surveying and mapping related serv-
ices through contracts entered into through
competitive bidding to qualified U.S. con-
tractors.’’

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise
to offer an amendment which will re-
quire AID to contract out mapping and
surveying work to qualified U.S. com-
panies when such work can be accom-
plished by the private sector.

Mr. President, I am deeply concerned
that while the Agency for Inter-
national Development requires survey-
ing and mapping in countries that re-
ceive development assistance, this
mapping work is most often contracted
out by AID to other government agen-
cies. In many instances Federal agen-
cies are aggressively marketing their
mapping capabilities to foreign govern-
ments in direct competition with
qualified United States companies. De-
spite language in previous committee
reports, the amount of contracting for
such services has not increased.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2718

(Purpose: To reduce the energy costs of Fed-
eral facilities for which funds are made
available under this Act)
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI-

TIES.
(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY

COSTS.—The head of each agency for which
funds are made available under this Act shall
take all actions necessary to achieve during
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from
fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy costs of
the facilities used by the agency.

(b) USE OF COST SAVINGS.—An amount
equal to the amount of cost savings realized
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re-
main available for obligation through the
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au-
thorization or appropriation, as follows:

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty per-
cent of the amount shall remain available

for the implementation of additional energy
conservation measures and for water con-
servation measures at such facilities used by
the agency as are designated by the head of
the agency.

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the
amount shall remain available for use by the
agency for such purposes as are designated
by the head of the agency, consistent with
applicable law.

(c) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December

31, 1996, the head of each agency described in
subsection (a) shall submit a report to Con-
gress specifying the results of the actions
taken under subsection (a) and providing any
recommendations concerning how to further
reduce energy costs and energy consumption
in the future.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall—
(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa-

cilities used by the agency;
(B) identify the reductions achieved; and
(C) specify the actions that resulted in the

reductions.

AMENDMENT NO. 2719

(Purpose: To require certification by the
Secretary of the State that the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment has not approved any loans to
Iran)
On page 39, after line 19, insert the follow-

ing: ‘‘Provided further, That not more than
twenty-one days prior to the obligation of
each such sum, the Secretary shall submit a
certification to the Committees on Appro-
priations that the Bank has not approved
any loans to Iran since October 1, 1994, or the
President of the United States certifies that
withholding of these funds is contrary to the
national interest of the United States.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2720

(Purpose: To require additional reports pur-
suant to the United States-Hong Kong Pol-
icy Act (22 U.S.C. § 5731)
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. . REPORTS REGARDING HONG KONG.

(a) EXTENSION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENT.—Section 301 of the United States-
Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5731)
is amended in the text above paragraph (1)—

(1) By inserting ‘‘March 31, 1996,’’ after
‘‘March 31, 1995,’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and March 31, 2000,’’ and
inserting ‘‘March 31, 2000, and every year
thereafter,’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In light of
deficiencies in reports submitted to the Con-
gress pursuant to section 301 of the United
States-Hong Kong Policy Act (22 U.S.C. 5731),
the Congress directs that reports required to
be submitted under that section on or after
the date of enactment of this Act include de-
tailed information on the status of, and
other developments affecting, implementa-
tion of the Sino-British Joint Declaration on
the Question of Hong Kong, including—

(1) the Basic Law and its consistency with
the Joint Declaration;

(2) the openness and fairness of elections to
the legislature;

(3) the openness and fairness of the elec-
tion of the chief executive and the execu-
tive’s accountability to the legislature;

(4) the treatment of political parties;
(5) the independence of the judiciary and

its ability to exercise the power of final judg-
ment over Hong Kong law; and

(6) the Bill of Rights.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the United
States-Hong Kong Policy Act and the
reports pursuant to that act have con-
tributed to United States policy goals

in Hong Kong. Senator MCCONNELL de-
serves thanks and appreciation for the
work he did in seeing that bill passed
into law.

The amendment adds the require-
ment of a report in 1996 and every year
after 2000 pursuant to the United
States-Hong Kong Policy Act. Cur-
rently, reports are not required in
those years. The amendment also in-
cludes directive language establishing
criteria for reporting on six issues re-
lated to the implementation of the 1984
Sino-British Joint Declaration on Hong
Kong. Past reports have been deficient
on these points. The purpose of the di-
rective language, which does not
amend the United States-Hong Kong
Policy Act, is to give guidance on title
III’s existing reporting requirements.
They do not reflect a departure or a
change in Congress’s stated policies in
the act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2721

(Purpose: To require a report providing a
concise overview of the prospects for eco-
nomic growth on a broad, equitable, and
sustainable basis in the countries receiving
economic assistance under title II of this
act)
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi-
dent shall include in the congressional pres-
entation materials on United States bilat-
eral economic assistance submitted to the
appropriate congressional committees for a
fiscal year a report providing a concise over-
view of the prospects for economic growth on
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in
the countries receiving economic assistance
under title II of this Act. For each country,
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and
practices of that country that most contrib-
ute to or detract from the achievement of
this kind of growth. The report should ad-
dress relevant macroeconomics, micro-
economic, social, legal, environmental, and
political factors and include economic free-
dom criteria regarding policies wage and
price controls, state ownership of production
and distribution, state control of financial
Institutions, trade and foreign investment,
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri-
vate property protections.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, once again
this year, I have submitted an amend-
ment to require administration reports
on economic policies in countries re-
ceiving U.S. economic assistance. It
seems to me that in the wake of the
collapse of communism and the vindi-
cation of free-market capitalist eco-
nomic policies, it is absolutely essen-
tial that our policymakers keep in
mind the economic principles and pro-
tections that have made the United
States the freest and strongest country
on the face on the Earth.

AMENDMENT NO. 2722

(Purpose: To state the sense of the Congress
that the Administration should expedi-
tiously declassify documents relating to
Hondurans who were allegedly ‘‘dis-
appeared,’’ and for other purposes)
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . HONDURAS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:
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(1) In 1981, a secret Honduran army death

squad known as Battalion 316 was created.
During the 1980’s Battalion 316 engaged in a
campaign of systematically kidnapping, tor-
turing and murdering suspected subversives.
Victims included Honduran students, teach-
ers, labor leaders and journalists. In 1993
there were reportedly 184 unsolved cases of
persons who were allegedly ‘‘disappeared.’’
They are presumed dead.

(2) At the time, Administration officials
were aware of the activities of Battalion 316,
but in its 1983 human rights report the State
Department stated that ‘‘There are no politi-
cal prisoners in Honduras.’’

(b) DECLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.—It is
the sense of the Congress that the President
should order the expedited declassification of
any documents in the possession of the Unit-
ed States Government pertaining to persons
who allegedly ‘‘disappeared’’ in Honduras,
and promptly make such documents avail-
able to Honduran authorities who are seek-
ing to determine the fate of these individ-
uals.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, amend-
ment that I am sponsoring on behalf of
myself, Senator DODD and Senator
SARBANES, calls on the administration
to declassify documents relating to in-
dividuals who were disappeared in Hon-
duras during the 1980’s.

There is considerable evidence that
in 1981, a secret Honduran army death
squad was created with the knowledge
and assistance of the American Gov-
ernment. It was known as Battalion
316, and during the 1980’s it engaged in
a campaign of systematically kidnap-
ping, torturing and murdering sus-
pected subversives. These were labor
organizers, human rights activists,
journalists, lawyers, students and
teachers. The majority of them were
engaged in activities that would be
lawful in any democracy.

At that time, the American Embassy,
which had ample reason to know about
these activities, denied them. Even
today, U.S. officials who were sta-
tioned there claim not to know.

But the fact is that as many as 184
people remain unaccounted for who
may have been disappeared, and the
Honduran Government, to its credit,
has undertaken to determine their
fate.

Regrettably, the U.S. Government
has not done all it could to assist in
this effort. In fact, it has been
unhelpful. For that reason, consistent
with a letter sent this week to the
President by Senator HARKIN, myself,
and several other Senators, this
amendment calls on the administration
to promptly make documents in its
possession which pertain to these alleg-
edly disappeared individuals available
to Honduran authorities.

I understand this amendment is ac-
ceptable to the other side.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, as I
indicated, I am unaware of any prob-
lems with the amendments that have
just been submitted to the desk on this
side.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I advise
my friend from Kentucky that there
are no objections on this side. They
have been cleared for adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc.

So the amendments (Nos. 2710 and
2714 through 2722) were agreed to en
bloc.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous-consent that tonight when
we have the debate under the previous
unanimous-consent request regarding
the Brown amendment, the time on
this side under my control be under the
control of the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Ohio, Senator GLENN, or his
designee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me just say that we are hoping to han-
dle an amendment or two before 7. And
I remind everyone that beginning at 7,
as Senator LEAHY indicated, there is a
period of 5 hours of debate on the
Brown amendment which will kick in.
But we would like to handle some more
amendments before then.

Already I think we can see the light
at the end of the tunnel. There is no
reason why we cannot finish this bill
sometime tomorrow. The number of
contentious amendments is relatively
small already. So I am optimistic we
will be able to finish. Obviously we will
be able to finish tomorrow much more
easily if we can get some more amend-
ments processed between now and 7. So
I would invite anyone to come over. I
know that Senator SMITH has an
amendment and may well be willing to
offer it sometime before 7. But we
would welcome anyone to come over.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
SNOWE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
in keeping with the earlier designation
by Senator LEAHY, I ask unanimous
consent that all time in opposition to
the Brown amendment be under the
control of Senator GLENN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. For the informa-
tion of all Senators, I see Senator
SMITH is here and it is my understand-
ing we will be able to have a vote on or
in relation to the Smith amendment
before 7 o’clock, so all Senators should
be alert to the fact that there will be,
in all likelihood, one more rollcall to-
night before we go into debate, the
lengthy debate on the Brown amend-
ment.

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that it be in order
to offer an amendment to the commit-
tee amendment on page 11, lines 9 and
10.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2723 TO COMMITTEE
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 11, LINES 8 THROUGH 10

(Purpose: To prohibit financial assistance to
Vietnam unless certain conditions relating
to Americans unaccounted for from the
Vietnam war are met)
Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I send

this amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

SMITH], for himself, Mr. THOMAS, Ms. SNOWE,
and Mr. HELMS, proposes an amendment
numbered 2723 to committee amendment on
page 11, lines 8 through 10.

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the Committee amendment,

add the following:
PROHIBITION ON FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE

SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM

SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be used to establish most-favored-nation
trading status with the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam, or to extend financing or other fi-
nancial assistance to the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam from the Export-Import Bank of
the United States, Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation, or Trade and Develop-
ment Agency unless the President—

(1) provides Congress with the original
case-by-case analytical assessments on unac-
counted for American servicemen from the
Vietnam Conflict which were completed by
the Defense POW/MIA Office in July, 1995;
and

(2) certifies to Congress that the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam is being fully coopera-
tive and fully forthcoming, on the basis of
information available to the United States
Government, in the four areas stipulated by
the President, namely—

(A) concrete results from efforts by Viet-
nam to recover and repatriate American re-
mains;

(B) continued resolution of discrepancy
cases, live-sightings, and field activities,

(C) further assistance in implementing tri-
lateral investigations with the Lao; and

(D) accelerated efforts to provide all docu-
ments that will help lead to the fullest pos-
sible accounting of POW/MIAs; and
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(3) certifies to Congress, after consultation

with the Director of Central Intelligence,
that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is
being fully forthcoming in providing the
United States with access to those portions
of wartime Central Committee-level records
and reports that pertain to the subject of
Americans captured or held during the Viet-
nam War by North Vietnamese, Pathet Lao,
or Vietcong forces in Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia; and

(4) certifies to Congress that the Govern-
ment of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is
making substantial progress to address Unit-
ed States concerns about the continued sup-
pression of the nonviolent pursuit of demo-
cratic freedoms by the people of Vietnam, in-
cluding freedom of expression and associa-
tion, and the continued imprisonment of po-
litical and religious leaders, including Amer-
ican citizens.

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I do
not choose to take too much of the
Senate’s time. I will be very brief. I
know that Senator THOMAS and Sen-
ator MCCAIN are going to be speaking
for and against the amendment.

I am very pleased in offering this
amendment to join with the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Subcommittee on East Asian and
Pacific Affairs, Senator THOMAS, in of-
fering this amendment. I very much
appreciate his support. I also appre-
ciate the support of the Senator in the
chair, the Senator from Maine, for her
support and cosponsorship as well.

The language in this amendment is
very straightforward. It prohibits the
granting of any special trading privi-
leges to the socialist Republic of Viet-
nam unless the President makes two
key certifications to Congress. The
first of these is that Vietnam is cooper-
ating fully with efforts to account for
missing American servicemen from the
Vietnam war.

That is very straightforward. It does
not mean that they have to provide an-
swers for every single person who is
missing; some they may not be able to
provide. The key is, are they fully co-
operating with those efforts to account
for missing Americans, giving us the
help and assistance that we need to try
to get information regarding our miss-
ing.

Second, that Vietnam has taken
steps to improve its human rights
record, which is far from exemplary,
and that would include addressing
United States objections over the de-
tention of American citizens now in
Vietnam. The POW/MIA-related por-
tion of this amendment was part of a
resolution I introduced this past May
which was cosponsored by the majority
leader, Senator DOLE, and by the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, Senator HELMS, and the chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, Sen-
ator THURMOND, the Banking Commit-
tee chair, the Asian Pacific Sub-
committee and Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee, the Commerce-State-
Justice Appropriations Subcommittee,
and the International Operations Sub-
committee. All of those chairs sup-
ported this.

As my colleagues may recall, since
coming to office, President Clinton has

taken five major steps to improve rela-
tions with Vietnam. Let me just briefly
reiterate those.

One, in July 1993, 2 years ago, the
President ended United States objec-
tions to Vietnam having access to
International Monetary Fund loans, a
very significant step, moving Vietnam
allegedly into the international com-
munity.

Second, in September 1993, the Presi-
dent allowed United States companies
to bid on internationally financed de-
velopment projects in Vietnam.

Third, in February, 1994, he ended the
U.S. trade embargo.

Fourth, in January 1995, the Presi-
dent allowed Vietnam and the United
States to open liaison offices in our re-
spective capitals.

And finally, Madam President, this
past summer the President announced
his decision to establish diplomatic re-
lations with Vietnam.

So the administration has taken very
dramatic steps in the past 2 years to
bring Communist Vietnam into the
family of nations, but it should not be
one-sided, Madam President. There
should be a two-sided equation.

Quite frankly, I think it is now time
for Vietnam to take some very dra-
matic steps equaling in significance
the steps taken by the President before
the American taxpayer is asked to sub-
sidize specific trading privileges with
that country.

Specifically, I want the President to
tell us if Vietnam is fully cooperating
on the POW/MIA issue. That is all I am
asking—the President to say Vietnam
is fully cooperating with us on the
POW/MIA issue.

I would like assurances that Vietnam
is addressing our human rights con-
cerns as well.

We also would like the President to
provide us with complete information
on the status of those who are still
missing from the war, something which
was required last year by a unanimous
vote in this Chamber. By unanimous
vote of the Senate, we asked that infor-
mation on the status of Americans still
missing from the Vietnam war be pro-
vided to the Congress.

Mr. President, for the information of
my colleagues, I would just include
three items in the RECORD that will
give a perspective of where we are con-
cerning the issue of human rights in
Vietnam and the MIA/POW issue.

The first item is an Associated Press
article from last month concerning the
sentencing of two American citizens in
Ho Chi Minh City who did nothing
more than try to organize a nonviolent
conference in Vietnam. That was their
crime, a nonviolent conference.

I know that Senator THOMAS has al-
ready expanded on this issue of Viet-
nam’s human rights record in a floor
statement he made earlier this month
so I am not going to belabor it because
I think he will speak to that.

The second item is a letter I sent to
the Under Secretary of Defense in Au-
gust requesting information on POW/

MIA cases, as is required by law. There
has been no response to that request
despite the congressional testimony
earlier this year that the requested in-
formation would be provided to Con-
gress by this past July. It is a difficult
task to provide this information, and I
am fully aware of that, but it has not
been provided. I think Congress should
have this information. That is all I am
asking. Let Congress get this informa-
tion before any further trade decisions
are made on Vietnam.

I think this is especially important
because these trade agreements with
Vietnam are going to be subsidized
through some of these international
monetary organizations by the Amer-
ican taxpayer. We are cutting moneys
everywhere to reconcile our budget, get
it balanced and have a 7-year plan to
do it, and surely the American tax-
payer should not be subsidizing this
country if it has not provided the infor-
mation as required by the laws passed
by this Congress.

The third item is a breakdown of
2,197 cases of unaccounted Americans
from the Vietnam war by country of
loss and military service. And I ask
unanimous consent, Madam President,
that these referenced items be printed
in the RECORD following my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, this is
a very reasonable amendment. I know
there is some opposition to it, but it
makes clear to Vietnam, it sends a
very strong message to Vietnam and to
President Clinton about the serious-
ness of our resolve in Congress to ob-
tain full cooperation on the POW issue
as well as improvements in human
rights cases. It sends that message.
That is a reasonable message to send
that we expect full cooperation and we
expect improvement in human rights
cases if we are going to provide tax-
payer subsidies to help them, the Viet-
namese, get loans. This is not an at-
tempt to replay the decision that was
made to establish full diplomatic rela-
tions. We lost that debate, and I under-
stand that. I did not like it, but I un-
derstand it. But what we are trying to
do now is make Vietnam comply with
what is required.

When the President is ready to tell
the American people that our concerns
have been addressed, then I will with-
draw any objections that I have to
move forward on trade. But the Presi-
dent must tell us, and he has not done
that. If the President is going to move
forward on trade, forward on establish-
ing the diplomatic relations and the
mission and all of those things, is it
too much to ask to simply have the
President of the United States certify
to Congress that we are receiving the
fullest possible accounting?
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I hope that my colleague, the Sen-

ator from Kentucky, might take a sec-
ond look at opposition to this amend-
ment because I do not think it is un-
reasonable. It is really very, very spe-
cific and very, very reasonable. We
should not have to fund any trade deci-
sions before receiving a certification
from the President. It is that simple.
That is what the law provides for.

Let us hope, Madam President, that
the leaders of Vietnam will choose to
respond in a significant way to the five
major concessions that this President
has already made to Vietnam. I have
listed all five. And they have been
made in the last 2 years, not over a pe-
riod of 20 years, but a period of 2, very
rapidly.

And I would just say that if those
conditions would be met, if the Viet-
namese could respond to those five
points, the President steps forward and
says that we have fully received now
the full cooperation of the Vietnamese
and we get that list on MIA’s and we
can get the cooperation on the human
rights violations, both specifically—I
think Senator THOMAS will discuss the
two cases—then I think we can move
on. But we should not be moving on be-
fore. A lot of people died in this war,
and a lot of families are still waiting
for answers. And they deserve to have
the President of the United States step
up to the microphone, face the Amer-
ican people, and say very simply, the
Vietnamese are fully cooperating; they
are providing all the information that
they have and can provide unilaterally
to the United States of America re-
garding their missing in action. When
he says that, the day he says that, I
will be the first Senator down on the
floor to say, ‘‘Fine. Let us move on.’’
That is all I am asking. That is not an
unreasonable request.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that Senator DOLE be listed as
an original cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH. I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the Associated Press, Aug. 16, 1995]

STATE DEPARTMENT CALLS VIETNAMESE
JAILING OF U.S. CITIZENS UNWELCOME

WASHINGTON.—The State Department says
the jailing by Vietnam of two Vietnamese-
Americans on subversion charges is unwel-
come.

In a two-day trial ending Saturday, a court
in Ho Chi Minh City sentenced Nguyen Tan
Tri, 39, to seven years in prison and Tran
Quang Liem, 45, to four years on charges of
trying to overthrow Vietnam’s government.

Both hold American as well as Vietnamese
citizenship and have been held since Novem-
ber 1993. Seven Vietnamese also were sen-
tenced.

David Johnson, a State Department
spokesman, said Tuesday he did not know
specific charges against the two Americans,
although U.S. diplomats attended the trial.

‘‘It’s certainly unwelcome that American
citizens engaged in the peaceful expression
of political views are arrested and impris-
oned,’’ Johnson said.

[From Reuters, Aug. 16, 1995]
U.S. RIGHTS GROUP CONDEMN VIETNAM

VERDICTS

(By John Rogers)
HANOI, VIETNAM.—The U.S government and

human rights groups have attacked two Vi-
etnamese court verdicts that showed com-
munist authorities were maintaining a tough
stance against dissidents.

The cases appeared likely to heighten
strains over treatment of political offenders
between Hanoi and Western countries with
which it is doing increasing business, dip-
lomats said in Hanoi Wednesday.

In Washington, the State Department
criticized prison sentences passed by a Ho
Chi Minh City court last week on two Ameri-
cans of Vietnamese origin and seven other
people for attempted subversion.

The nine were jailed for between four and
15 years for setting up an illegal opposition
party in 1992 in Ho Chi Minh City, the offi-
cial Vietnam News Agency (VNA) reported
earlier.

The Communist Party is Vietnam’s only
legal party.

State Department spokesman David John-
son said Washington conveyed its displeasure
to Hanoi over the case.

‘‘We have repeatedly voiced our support for
peaceful expression of political views and
urged the Vietnamese authorities to recog-
nize that right,’’ he said.

The U.S.-based pressure group Human
Rights Watch/Asia also attacked the verdict,
as well as the jailing of a leading dissident
Buddhist monk and five other Buddhists in
an unrelated trial Tuesday.

The Ho Chi Minh City People’s Court jailed
the monk, Thich Quang Do, for five years
over an attempt by dissident Buddhists to
mount a relief effort separate from the gov-
ernment’s for victims of severe floods in the
Mekong Delta last year.

Do, deputy leader of the banned Unified
Buddhist Church of Vietnam (UBCV), was
tried under his lay name of Dang Phuc Tue
because, the government said, the case did
not involve religious activities.

He and his co-defendants, UBCV support-
ers, were convicted of undermining national
solidarity and ‘‘taking advantage of the
right of freedom and democracy to damage
the interests of the government and social
organizations.’’

Human rights Watch/Asia, in a statement
sent to news bureaux in Hanoi, called for the
release of those convicted.

‘‘In both cases, we are unaware of any evi-
dence that the defendants have committed
any acts that could be characterized under
international law as criminal.’’ its counsel
Dinah PoKempner said.

‘‘Their offence appears to consist of having
peacefully expressed controversial religious
or political views.’’

Western diplomats said the two cases
showed Hanoi was not easing political con-
trols despite improving relations and busi-
ness ties with the West and non-communist
Asia.

The United States finally established dip-
lomatic relations with Hanoi this month, 20
years after the Vietnam War. Vietnam joined
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) in July, becoming its first com-
munist-ruled member.

The Paris-based International Buddhist In-
formation Bureau, which acts as the UBCV’s
overseas mouthpiece, condemned Do’s con-
viction and called for a retrial.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, August 18, 1995.

Hon. WALTER B. SLOCOMBE,
Under Secretary of Defense,
Department of Defense, Washington, DC.

DEAR WALTER: I am writing to express my
concern that the Congress has yet to receive

the final results of the comprehensive review
of Vietnam-era POW/MIA cases promised by
Secretary of Defense Perry in his letter to
the Senate Armed Service Committee dated
February 17, 1995. As you know this review
was initiated in response to Section 1034 of
the Fiscal Year 1995 National Defense Au-
thorization Act (Public Law 103–337), the in-
tent of which was to require a listing of such
cases by November 17, 1994.

In a followup letter to me dated April 7,
1995, you stated that the Department of De-
fense was giving this matter its utmost at-
tention and that you were confident the re-
view would be completed during the summer.
You also reiterated that ‘‘the Department
will report the results of DPMO’s review to
Congress on its completion.’’ Subsequently,
in testimony before Congress on June 28,
1995, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for POW/MIA Affairs James Wold stated that
he expected that the review would be an ‘‘all-
encompassing look at every individual case
which would provide a solid analytic assess-
ment of the appropriate next steps for
achieving the fullest possible accounting.’’ I
support Secretary Wold’s conclusion on June
28th with respect to this review that ‘‘our
unaccounted for Americans deserve no less,’’
and that he would ‘‘work to ensure that we
keep our promise to them.’’

It is my understanding that the above-
mentioned review has now been completed
by the Defense POW/MIA Office (DPMO), in
conjunction with J2 of the Joint Task Force
(Full Accounting). I further understand that
the analytical product which resulted from
this review has been presented to National
Security Council and Department of Defense
policy level officials for comment before it is
forwarded to the Congress.

As you know, there are many of us in Con-
gress who believe that the results of an hon-
est and thorough analytical review of out-
standing POW/MIA cases by DPMO would
likely reinforce previous CIA and DOD as-
sessments that Communist Vietnamese and
Laotian officials have the ability to unilat-
erally account for several hundred missing
American servicemen.

It is my hope that you will keep the com-
mitment in your letter dated April 7, 1995 to
‘‘report the results of DPMO’s review to Con-
gress on its completion.’’ I certainly under-
stand the obvious interest of DOD and NSC
policy level officials in the results of this re-
view, especially in view of Administration
statements that Communist Vietnam’s
‘‘splendid and superb’’ cooperation on the
POW/MIA issue provided justification for the
President’s decision to expand diplomatic
and economic relations with Hanoi. Nonethe-
less, I hope that any objective assessments
by DPMO’s intelligence analysts will not
now be subjected at the policy level to ‘‘dif-
ferent views about how things should be put
in the report,’’ as you described on April 7th.
As you know, I previously raised similar con-
cerns about policy level skewing of intel-
ligence information in my March 7, 1995 let-
ter to you regarding Secretary Perry’s Feb-
ruary 17th interim report.

Accordingly, I request that the analytical
results of DPMO’s comprehensive review of
Vietnam-era cases of unaccounted for per-
sonnel be immediately forwarded to the Con-
gress. Aside from myself, there are several
members of Congress, working on behalf of
constituents and POW/MIA families, who
have been waiting nearly a year to scrutinize
this information.

Sincerely,
BOB SMITH,

United States Senator.

SUBJECT: MONTHLY PW/MIA STATISTICAL
REPORT

Background: The Department of Defense,
Washington Headquarters Service, and the
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Department of State report the current num-
bers of Americans who are unaccounted for
in Southeast Asia:

FIGURE 1.—AMERICANS UNACCOUNTED FOR IN
SOUTHEAST ASIA

Country of loss PW/MIA KIA/BNR Total

North Vietnam ...................................... 337 256 593
South Vietnam ...................................... 430 592 1,022
Laos ...................................................... 317 181 498
Cambodia ............................................. 36 41 77
China .................................................... 6 2 8

Total ................................................. 1,126 1,072 2,198

* Status as of Homecoming.

Figure 2 summarizes all unaccounted for
Americans in Southeast Asia by components:

FIGURE 2.—U.S. LOSSES BY SERVICE COMPONENT

Component PW/MIA KIA/BNR Total

USA ....................................................... 353 313 666
USN ....................................................... 115 317 432
USMC .................................................... 101 174 275
USAF ..................................................... 523 260 783
USCG .................................................... 0 1 1
Civilian ................................................. 34 7 41

Total ................................................. 1,126 1,072 2,198

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I had

some lingering hope that the Congress,
or at least the Senate, had finished de-
bating Vietnam. The President made
his decision to normalize relations
with Vietnam—a wise decision in my
judgment—and most Americans, in-
cluding most veterans, concurred in
that decision. Editorial opinion was al-
most uniformly positive.

There was, of course, some inflam-
matory language coming from some
Members of the House of Representa-
tives—but they were so few in number
as to be insignificant. Suffice it to say,
that the President was right to nor-
malize relations with Vietnam, and the
country has breathed a sigh of relief
that our long war with Vietnam is
over.

It is also apparent to all that there is
little support in the Senate for revers-
ing the President’s decision to open an
embassy in Hanoi. If there were such
support I am sure we would be debating
an amendment to prohibit funds for an
embassy. Thus, Madam President, I
was lulled into the comforting, but
false notion that I would not be obli-
gated to debate my colleagues again on
the subject of Vietnam.

I should have known better.
Mr. dear friend—and he is my dear

friend—from New Hampshire is a per-
sistent opponent on this question. He
has chosen to take another cut at run-
ning our Government’s Vietnam policy
out of his office. It is his right to make
such an attempt. And while I respect
his zeal and his patriotism, I hope he
will under stand my disappointment in
having to come to the floor to take
issue with him again. I fear that it has
become my fate to forever fight about
Vietnam, and that is something I never
anticipated when I left that country so
many years ago.

Madam President, the President of
the United States has set the policy for

United States-Vietnam relations, as it
is his duty to do. It is my friend from
New Hampshire’s right to oppose that
policy. And make no mistake, his
amendment is an attempt to overturn
it.

Although the amendment does not
reverse the President’s decision to open
an embassy, it does prevent or at least
impede the development of normal re-
lations between our two countries. I
think that is a serious mistake; I think
most Americans will see it as a mis-
take, and I hope the Senate will go on
record in strong opposition to it.

On the question of using trade as le-
verage to ensure continued POW/MIA
progress, let me point out an incon-
trovertible fact: Before the President
lifted our trade embargo against Viet-
nam, opponents of that decision
warned that without the coercion of an
embargo, the Vietnamese would stop
cooperating with our efforts to account
for our remaining missing. As it turned
out, quite the reverse happened. Viet-
nam’s cooperation increased. Before
the President decided to open an em-
bassy in Hanoi, opponents of that deci-
sion warned that once we abandoned
the incentive of diplomatic relations,
the Vietnamese would stop cooperating
with our accounting efforts. Again,
quite the reverse happened. Coopera-
tion has continued.

Eight sets of remains, believed to be
Americans, have been recovered since
the President announced his intention
to normalize relations.

During his August visit, the Viet-
namese gave Secretary Christopher a
31⁄2 inch stack of wartime records, 116
documents in all.

Senator HARKIN, in his trip to Viet-
nam this summer, also received a great
many pages of documents, records from
the Vietnamese Interior Ministry.

Our 37th joint field operation with
the Vietnamese is currently underway
and yielding good results.

Now, the opponents of normal rela-
tions argue that if we do not freeze the
development of normal relations by re-
stricting United States businesses from
trading with and investing in Vietnam,
Hanoi will no longer cooperate with us.
On this, as on every occasion in the
past, they will be proven wrong. They
will be proven wrong because the Viet-
namese, like most Americans, believe
it is in their interests—their best inter-
ests—to develop a strong, mutually
beneficial relationship. Those interests
override any lingering resentments
from the war.

Vietnam’s interests are numerous.
The most obvious are Vietnam’s desire
to enter the modern world and enjoy
the same economic growth and prosper-
ity experienced by their Southeast
Asian neighbors. They also are rightly
concerned about regional stability and
the determination that no single power
dominate Southeast Asia.

It is for these reasons and others that
Vietnam will continue to cooperate
with our POW/MIA efforts. There is
also the fact that there is nothing to be

gained by not cooperating. The Viet-
namese are a lot of things, but it has
been my experience that they are sel-
dom capricious. They act in their in-
terest. Their interests are best served
by good relations with the United
States—whether or not we give them
MFN or OPIC credits or whatever.
They know that, and will act accord-
ingly.

It is also in our interests to engage
Vietnam. First, as I have already
pointed out, because it best serves the
cause of POW/MIA accounting. Second,
because we too have an interest in re-
gional stability, and an economically
sound Vietnam playing a responsible
role as a valued member of ASEAN
serves that end very well.

I also believe that since it is not in
our power to isolate Vietnam—they
have rapidly developing relations with
the rest of the world—our best hope for
encouraging political reforms is to en-
gage Vietnam and become more deeply
involved in their economic well-being.

Madam President, I do not really
want to debate this issue much longer.
Few topics have been so extensively de-
bated in American history as Vietnam.
Frankly, I am extremely weary of the
subject, so I will conclude with this re-
minder.

It is profoundly in our interest to
construct from the peace a relationship
with Vietnam that serves the interest
of the Vietnamese and the American
people far better than our old antag-
onism did. The war in Vietnam is over.
It is over. I respectfully ask my col-
leagues to demonstrate that the Senate
has grasped this reality and support
the President in his attempt to make
something better from our future rela-
tions with Vietnam than we were able
to do in our sad distant past.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I

rise in strong support of the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire to H.R. 1868, regarding the ex-
tending of economic benefits to the So-
cialist Republic of Vietnam.

I shall be brief. My associate from
Missouri wants to speak, and we want
to vote before 7 o’clock.

As Senator SMITH pointed out, while
the Clinton administration has been
quick to normalize relations with the
Government of Vietnam, it has not
been as quick to meet its obligations to
the Congress and the American people.
For example, section 1034 of Public
Law 103–337 requires the Secretary of
Defense to provide the Congress with a
complete list of missing or unac-
counted United States military person-
nel about whom it is possible that Vi-
etnamese and Laotian officials could
produce information or remains.

The statute mandated that report to
be submitted to us by November 17,
1994. When the DOD requested an ex-
tension of the deadline to February 17,
1995, we did not object. We did not ob-
ject when the DOD supplied us with a
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sadly incomplete interim report. But,
Madam President, more than 7 months
after that date, we still have not re-
ceived the complete report required by
the statute. This was not a request, not
a casual invitation to provide informa-
tion. It is a legal mandate.

Second, despite both administration
and Vietnam protestations to the con-
trary, I do not believe the Government
of Vietnam has done its fullest to ac-
count for the POW/MIA’s, especially as
regards records of United States serv-
icemen who disappeared in, or were
taken across the border into Laos.

Finally, in all this controversy sur-
rounding the POW/MIA issue, we seem
to have lost sight of the important fact
that there is disregard for human
rights in that country. I will not go
into detail. I put them in the RECORD
some time ago.

So I will just conclude by saying,
until the President can certify to us
that, in his judgment, the Vietnamese
are living up to their expectation—that
is not too much to ask—and their
promises regarding the MIA’s and
POW’s and its international right to
commitment, I think it is irresponsible
and bad judgment for us to provide
funding for them.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Senator’s amendment. I yield the floor.

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I say

to the Senator from Missouri, I will
take just a couple minutes.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I have

a couple of brief responses.
I thank my colleague from Wyoming

for his remarks. He has been very help-
ful on this issue. This amendment, I
want to point out, does not reverse
anything the President has already
done. It does not reverse the diplo-
matic ties, it does not go back and re-
play the war, it does not mean that
Senator SMITH is running Vietnam pol-
icy out of his office. What it does mean
is that this debate continues because
this is a one-sided equation. It contin-
ues because the President of the United
States has made significant move-
ments. Some of us oppose those move-
ments, but we are not replaying that.
He made those decisions, and he moved
forward.

I respect the will of the majority.
That decision has been made. I am not
replaying that. But what I am trying
to point out is that the Vietnamese
have not responded in kind to those
moves. I think we have an obligation
to the families who still wait for an-
swers to have them respond in time be-
fore the taxpayers of America, through
subsidizing the International Monetary
Fund and other international organiza-

tions, are going to be providing funds
to the Vietnamese. I think they have a
right to have the President of the Unit-
ed States, who implemented this pol-
icy, stand before the Congress and the
American people and say: ‘‘The Viet-
namese are fully cooperating with the
United States Government on the ac-
counting of our men.’’

I ask any of my colleagues who have
spoken previously in opposition to my
amendment, or who will speak in the
future in opposition to my amendment,
whether it be Senator BOND or anyone
else, stand here on the floor of the Sen-
ate and make the statement in the af-
firmative that the Vietnamese are
fully cooperating—fully cooperating—
with the United States of America and
the accounting of our men. I have not
heard that.

If you think Vietnam has been fully
cooperative, if you really think they
have been, vote against my amend-
ment; I want you to vote against my
amendment. If you believe the Viet-
namese are fully cooperating on this
issue, then vote against my amend-
ment. If you believe they are not, then
you should vote for my amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I join

my colleagues from Arizona and Massa-
chusetts in urging Senators to oppose
this amendment. Earlier this year,
President Clinton made the decision to
restore diplomatic relations with Viet-
nam. That was a correct decision for
him to make, one which I supported
and I believe a majority of this body
supported.

Frankly, when the President an-
nounced his recognition of Vietnam, he
made an announcement at the time
that the conditions had been complied
with. I think it is time the United
States restore relations with Vietnam.
It is in the best interest of the United
States and in the best interest of the
families of those soldiers who continue
to be missing in action.

I did not serve in Vietnam, as did my
colleagues from Arizona, Massachu-
setts, and New Hampshire, but I have
traveled, however, to Vietnam in the
past year. I participated in extensive
meetings with our military officials
there who are responsible for discover-
ing the fate of those missing in action.

I came away from every single one of
those conversations with the same
clear message, and that is, the Viet-
namese are working very hard to meet
our request for assistance. I got the
same message in June when I met with
the Presidential delegation who just
returned from meetings in Vietnam.
Vietnam has allowed us to conduct
field exercises, allowed us to dig up
military cemeteries.

Can you imagine our permitting a
nation with which we engaged in armed
conflict to come in and dig up Arling-
ton? You talk about cooperation. I had
the opportunity to talk with Col. Mel

Richmond who is in charge of the Joint
Task Force for Full Accounting, and he
has outlined the great lengths of co-
operation to which the Vietnamese
have gone. I can tell you from the men
who are directly involved in the effort
that they believe that increased con-
tacts and relations between the United
States and Vietnam will increase our
ability to find out any possible leads to
those who remain, and they are very
few.

Those who were not lost at sea, those
who have had any possible sightings,
there are fewer than 100 open cases,
and there have been extensive efforts
on behalf of each of those cases to
track them down.

The amendment that is offered by
our friend from New Hampshire would
set additional conditions before the ad-
ministration can go forward with addi-
tional trade ties, including Eximbank
support, OPIC, TDA and MFN status.

There would not, as suggested by my
colleagues, be any savings to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. These activities, basi-
cally, are to provide assistance to
American businesses which are now
competing for business in Vietnam.
These programs carry with them their
own conditions on when they can be
utilized, and there is, in my judgment,
no reason to delay at this point the op-
portunities to obtain, through better
contact, information from Vietnam by
allowing American businesses who are
there competing for the opportunities
in a growing market to go further.

I believe that the demonstrated ac-
tivities, the demonstrated efforts by
the Vietnamese have justified the
President’s announcement on the sign-
ing of the relationship agreement with
Vietnam that the conditions are being
complied with.

That does not make sense. It would
only have the impact of keeping United
States firms from being competitive
with their European, Japanese, and
Taiwanese competitors. It will do noth-
ing to help the MIA search.

All of these programs carry require-
ments that must be met in terms of
human rights certifications, labor cer-
tifications, and so forth. It does not
make sense to add additional require-
ments.

Certainly we need to keep pressure
on the Vietnamese Government to help
us with the MIA search, and certainly
we need to keep pressure on them to
improve human rights.

However, it only makes sense to in-
crease bilateral ties, increase trade
ties, and have as many Americans over
there. That increased contact is the
best thing we can do to influence their
conduct.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as a co-
sponsor, I rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire, Senator SMITH.

Mr. President, I would like to recog-
nize the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire for his tireless efforts
on behalf of the families of American
POW’s and MIA’s. As a Vietnam vet-
eran, he has always kept first in his
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concern the fate of those American
men and women who never returned
from this most divisive of all of our
wars.

This amendment puts aside the con-
troversies over President Clinton’s de-
cision to grant full diplomatic rela-
tions to the Socialist Republic of Viet-
nam. Rather, this amendment simply
says that Vietnam will not receive
most favored nation trading status, or
other trade benefits until the President
reports to Congress that Vietnamese
officials are fully meeting United
States expectations on the POW/MIA
issue.

I would like to emphasize that the
criteria the President would have to
certify are drawn directly from the
President’s own past statements on the
strict standards he would use for judg-
ing whether the Vietnamese have in-
deed been entirely cooperative in
achieving the fullest possible account-
ing of America’s MIA’s.

We all have the same goal, which is
to achieve the fullest possible account-
ing for those Americans who did not re-
turn from Vietnam. But the families
and loved ones of those Americans are
not able to so easily put this issue be-
hind them. They have a need to know;
they have a right to know.

And that leads to what I believe this
issue is all about: that is, what does
this nation stand for? My personal be-
lief is that a basic principle is at stake
here.

What America is all about requires
us to keep our faith with the families
of those who remain missing and who
are unaccounted for from the Vietnam
war. This argues for using the leverage
we have to ensure the greatest possible
accounting for these missing Ameri-
cans.

To this end, the United States has al-
ready come half way. Indeed, we have
come more than half way.

In just the past 19 months, the Unit-
ed States lifted its economic and trade
embargo, permitting full trade rela-
tions and investment by U.S. compa-
nies in the country. In addition, we
reached an accord with Vietnam set-
tling property claims between our two
governments; we have established in
Hanoi a United States liaison office
staffed by American diplomats and
functioning as a lower-level diplomatic
presence; we have signed a diplomatic
agreement protecting United States
citizens who may reside in or travel to
Vietnam; and we have established full
diplomatic relations with Vietnam.

For years the Government of Viet-
nam refused to provide even the slight-
est assistance in resolving these MIA
cases. Vietnam only began—grudg-
ingly—to assist in accounting for these
missing Americans when the country
lost its patron with the collapse of the
Soviet Union.

In the words of the American Legion,
‘‘Vietnam’s cooperation on the resolu-
tion of the POW/MIA issue has not ful-
filled reasonable expectations.’’ The
National League of Families of Amer-

ican Prisoners and Missing in South-
east Asia has also criticized those,
‘‘commending Vietnam for full POW/
MIA cooperation despite evidence to
the contrary.’’

In fact, the league has noted that ac-
tions the United States already took
leading up to the President’s normal-
ization decision have, ‘‘signaled Viet-
nam that unilateral actions on their
part are not expected nor required to
achieve their political and economic
objectives.’’

And since the President ended the
United States embargo on Vietnam,
only eight Americans who were cap-
tured or became missing in action in
North Vietnam have been accounted
for.

I believe that we should have been
more insistent in using the consider-
able leverage we have with Vietnam—
leverage that we are in danger of
throwing away if this amendment is
not approved. Vietnam is anxious to es-
tablish close economic and political
ties to the United States as a counter-
weight to China, its traditional rival to
the north.

But to me, and I believe to most
Americans, full cooperation in ac-
counting for our remaining MIA’s
should have been an absolute threshold
that Vietnam was required to meet be-
fore we took the final step of rewarding
the Vietnamese Government with a full
United States trade relations.

The only step remaining is the grant-
ing of full trading relations to Viet-
nam. I believe that the status of our re-
lations with Vietnam are still too new
and too uncertain for such a precipi-
tous step. Granting this final conces-
sion now is simply too great a risk,
given continuing grave uncertainties
about the true level of Vietnamese
knowledge about the fate of the many
of the Americans who never returned.

And the POW/MIA issue does remain
in question. The names of 58,196 Ameri-
cans have been etched into the reflec-
tive walls of the Vietnam Veteran’s
Memorial. Listed with them, each
marked with a simple cross, are the
names of 2,205 Americans still unac-
counted for in Vietnam. This means
that for every 25 young Americans who
gave their life in Vietnam, an addi-
tional American simply disappeared
and was never heard from again.

A much more reasonable approach, I
believe, is the approach proposed by
the Senator from New Hampshire, Sen-
ator SMITH. The Smith amendment
would ensure that our duty and obliga-
tion as a nation is fully met to our
MIA’s and their families before we in
the U.S. Senate endorse full trade rela-
tions between our two countries.

I urge adoption of the Smith amend-
ment, and I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KERRY. The hour of 7 o’clock
will momentarily arrive. I know the
Senate is under a UC to go into certain
business.

I ask unanimous consent that I be
permitted to proceed for no longer than
3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. I will

be very, very brief. There are times
when many of us have been prompted
to come to the Senate floor in order to
solicit action from the Congress on the
basis that the President was not doing
something or we were engaged in a bad
policy. But, as my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle know—and I
know the Senator from Arizona has fol-
lowed this as closely as anybody in the
Senate—the President has been pursu-
ing a very deliberate, very careful, very
cautious strategy with respect to Viet-
nam and, step by step, has guaranteed
that they are cooperating fully in the
process of accountability.

We have heard these arguments be-
fore. Each year, when we have heard
these arguments, we have seen irref-
utable proof that Vietnam is cooperat-
ing to the best of our military com-
mander’s judgment, to the best of the
judgment of the people in the field.

I would think most of my colleagues
would feel that this is really an exces-
sive intrusion on the part of the Con-
gress, an unwarranted intrusion into
the legitimate powers of the President,
and at a time when there is nothing
that suggests that anything but a care-
ful and deliberative accounting process
is going on.

Finally, there is language in this par-
ticular amendment which is so
unspecific, nonspecific, as to open a
Pandora’s box of capacity for really an
imprecision that allows nobody to
know exactly what documents we are
asking for, and precisely who has them.
I say that based on my knowledge of
this issue, at this point, there is no
knowledge that they even exist. So we,
once again, begin chasing one of the
mythical dragons. I think it is unnec-
essary. I associate myself with the
comments of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has expired.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is

my understanding that the yeas and
nays have been ordered on the Smith
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest that we
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], and
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the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER] are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 453 Leg.]
YEAS—39

Abraham
Brown
Byrd
Campbell
Coats
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Dorgan

Faircloth
Feingold
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott

Mack
Moseley-Braun
Nickles
Santorum
Shelby
Smith
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone

NAYS—58

Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Chafee
Cochran
Daschle
Dodd
Domenici
Exon
Feinstein
Ford

Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lugar

McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Roth
Sarbanes
Simon
Simpson
Specter

NOT VOTING—3

Biden Hatfield Rockefeller

So the amendment (No. 2723) was re-
jected.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BROWN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2708

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I believe
the next item on the agenda is the de-
bate scheduled on the Brown amend-
ment. I would like at this time to yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senate that on the
Brown amendment No. 2708, there will
be 5 hours of debate equally divided,
and the Senator from Colorado yields
to the Senator from Washington, [Mr.
GORTON].

The Senator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. I thank the Chair.
I appear here this evening to add my

voice to my vote in supporting the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado. Much, perhaps all, that needs to
be said on this issue has already been
said, but I believe it important that
there be more voices than the handful
that have spoken out so far.

The Senator from Colorado has
pointed out that in spite of the policies
of the United States, Pakistan has con-
tinued to be a friend and an ally of the

United States, has helped the United
States when we were involved in assist-
ing rebels in Afghanistan, has helped
the United States in connection with
the return of fugitives fleeing justice
here in this country, has moved in
spite of great difficulties more and
more toward a democratic system and
toward a system based on free market
economies.

As the Senator from Colorado has
pointed out, in a very difficult part of
the world, this nation has helped in the
pursuit of peace and security and sta-
bility.

I should like to say that in the most
profound sense, as we deal with this
issue, that friendship and that assist-
ance is almost irrelevant. This debate
in this body at least is not so much
about Pakistan and India as it is about
the United States, its administration,
and this body.

Mr. President, a great nation honors
its commitments. This Nation has re-
pudiated its commitments and should
reverse its course of action and em-
brace that part of honor once again.
This Nation permitted the manufac-
ture and sale to Pakistan of certain
military aircraft. They have been
bought and paid for, and yet for years
we have not only denied the right of
the purchaser to take possession of
those aircraft, we have added insult to
injury by not showing our willingness,
having set this policy, to pay back the
purchase price and in fact are demand-
ing from Pakistan payment for storage
charges for the aircraft.

That is not the action of an honor-
able country. That is not the action of
a nation which keeps its commitments.
I strongly suspect that the Senator
from Colorado would prefer simply that
we keep our original agreement. He has
not gone so far. He has simply sug-
gested that those items of military
equipment that are owned by Pakistan
that are here for repair, which have
also effectively been confiscated by the
actions of our Government, be returned
to Pakistan and that in the most mod-
est possible way of dealing with the
aircraft, they be sold to third parties
and the proceeds of those sales be re-
turned to the nation which has paid for
them.

I wish we were voting on a more deci-
sive action, Mr. President. I have that
wish not so much because of a strong
opinion on the rivalry between India
and Pakistan as I do to remove this
blot from our own record. As I said ear-
lier, an honorable nation keeps its
commitments. We have not kept our
commitments. We should do so to the
extent required by this amendment.

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield me time?
Mr. GLENN. I yield the Senator 20

minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, let
me give a little history of how this
amendment came about, if I may be al-
lowed to do so.

In the mid 1980’s, the Carter adminis-
tration had shut off aid to Pakistan be-
cause of their alleged nuclear activi-
ties. In about 1985, there was an amend-
ment in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee known as the Cranston amend-
ment which would have legally shut off
aid to Pakistan. The Reagan adminis-
tration at that time asked me to offer
an amendment to the Cranston amend-
ment which would allow Pakistan to
get money. The amendment said that
Pakistan would receive United States
aid money and buy military aircraft,
and so forth, so long as the President
could certify that they did not have a
nuclear weapon.

Now, under the terms of that agree-
ment, Vice President Bush at that time
and others were promised by the Paki-
stanis that they were not developing a
nuclear weapon and that the so-called
Pressler amendment would never come
into effect. Indeed, until 1990, Pakistan
received aid and received military
equipment and there was military
sales.

Then, in 1990, then President Bush,
who had been Vice President at the
original time we worked this out, was
President and his administration could
no longer certify that Pakistan did not
have a nuclear weapon. So, in other
words, President Bush concluded that
Pakistan had not told the truth and it
was buying arms under false premises.

That is the twist to this debate which
seems to have been forgotten. Origi-
nally, Pakistan supported the Pressler
amendment. Originally, the Pressler
amendment was a means to help Paki-
stan get money and to buy arms pro-
vided that she was not developing a nu-
clear weapon.

That seems to have been forgotten in
this whole debate, because we talk
about countries’ honor and countries’
decency, and so forth. There are many
twists to this story regarding the Pres-
sler amendment. Since 1990, each year
our CIA with our technical means of
assessment has concluded that Paki-
stan does, indeed, have a nuclear weap-
on, although Pakistan has continued to
deny that, although on one or two oc-
casions their top generals have said
that that is true.

Another complex thing in this whole
matter is that there seems to be two
distinct governments in Pakistan. And
let me say, first of all, I like Pakistan.
I have been to Pakistan several times.

I want our country to be friends with
Pakistan. I have been up to the Khyber
Pass. I know that Pakistan has been
our ally and Pakistan has done a great
deal for and with the United States,
and we have done a great deal for Paki-
stan. I want to be friends with India
and Pakistan in the long run. I think
China is driving the nuclear weapons
race over there, basically. And China
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really is the country we should be wor-
ried about. So I am not here to beat up
on Pakistan or to criticize it.

But I would also say that I have had
some good talks with the Prime Min-
ister of Pakistan about trying to get
this resolved. The problem is that it is
the Pakistani military who really
makes the decisions, I think, on the
issue of nuclear weapons and on wheth-
er or not they possess them. So that is
how we have gotten to where we are
today.

Now, it is proposed that we are some-
how guilty or we have done something
wrong as a nation. But Pakistan pur-
chased these planes while knowing
very well that they were developing
nuclear weapons, knowing very well
that we had a law against it, knowing
very well that they would not be able
to be delivered if that were discovered.
And in 1990 that was discovered. So
there has been kind of a twist put on
this whole thing that is a reverse twist
so to speak.

Now, Mr. President, the three key
powers in the region—Pakistan, India,
and China—have nuclear weapons pro-
grams. A fourth, the renegade terrorist
state of Iran, will stop at nothing to
acquire nuclear capability. All are
striving to obtain modern delivery sys-
tems, such as ballistic missiles and air-
craft. There also have been credible re-
ports that Pakistan has received from
Communist China M–11 ballistic mis-
sile technology. Without question, a
nuclear war in South Asia would be
cataclysmic. The names of the per-
petrators, and their accessories, would
be cursed for a millennium.

To its credit, Mr. President, the U.S.
Senate consistently has taken initia-
tives to promote peace and stability in
South Asia—the core of that leadership
has been the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. In 1985, the committee—
under the able leadership of the distin-
guished senior Senator from Indiana
[Mr. LUGAR]—voted to adopt my
amendment that allowed United States
aid to Pakistan to continue as long as
the President could certify that Paki-
stan was not in possession of a nuclear
explosive device—the so-called Pressler
amendment.

Why did the committee take this ac-
tion? At that time, Pakistan was the
third largest recipient of United States
foreign assistance, receiving as much
as $600 million annually. Pakistan and
its people were instrumental in chan-
neling American resources to Afghan
rebels as they sought to repel Soviet
invaders.

U.S. officials rightly were concerned,
however, that government in
Islamabad at that time was intent on
developing a nuclear weapon—a course
of action clearly not in our national in-
terest.

I have recounted the events, but the
purpose of the Pressler amendment was
designed to send one message: Nuclear
proliferation has a price. And if we are
going to do what is in the Brown

amendment, we are accepting nuclear
proliferation.

Now, let me say, Mr. President, I
think it is very strange that the Clin-
ton administration, with all the things
President Clinton and AL GORE have
said about nonnuclear proliferation,
that they would allow support for this
amendment or they would give support
for this amendment, because we are ex-
cusing nuclear proliferation, we are ex-
cusing a country that promised us,
that made a deal with us, that they
would not develop a bomb. We are giv-
ing them a carte blanche to go ahead.

In fact, a number of Senators be-
lieved enough evidence existed to ver-
ify Pakistan’s drive for the bomb, and
strong enforcement of United States
laws that would result in an immediate
cutoff of United States aid. The Pres-
sler amendment was designed to avoid
an immediate United States aid cutoff,
but reinforce our Nation’s policy that
it would not condone—through United
States taxpayer dollars—Pakistan’s
drive for the bomb. In addition, the
Pressler amendment was designed to
give Pakistan a financial incentive to
ensure that its nuclear program served
a peaceful purpose. In short, the Pres-
sler amendment was designed to send
one message: Nuclear proliferation has
a price.

Mr. President, those were the key
reasons why the U.S. Congress adopted
the Pressler amendment 10 years ago.
It was the right thing to do. President
Ronald Reagan agreed. So did the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan at that time. Let
me repeat that: the Government of
Pakistan supported the Pressler
amendment. It gave our Government
its assurance that it was not pursuing
a nuclear bomb program. By support-
ing the Pressler amendment. Pakistan
agreed that if it acquired a nuclear ex-
plosive device, it deserved the penalty
of a United States aid cutoff.

In 1990, President Bush could no
longer certify, under the terms of the
Pressler amendment, that Pakistan did
not possess a nuclear explosive device.
As a result, all United States economic
and military aid to Pakistan was ter-
minated. Further, a $1.4 billion com-
mercial order of military equipment to
Pakistan was put on hold.

Now, Mr. President, it is clear that
Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons. It
is also clear that Pakistan was pursu-
ing a nuclear bomb program between
1985 and 1990, despite repeated public
assurances that it was not. During that
time, Pakistan received approximately
$3.5 billion in United States foreign
aid. Again, the Government received
these funds from the American tax-
payer in return for its assurance that it
would not go nuclear. Yet, the reality
was that the existing government in
Pakistan in fact produced nuclear ex-
plosive and used the American people’s
money to do it. That was an extraor-
dinary act of deception.

That is the history behind the Pres-
sler amendment. And to borrow the
words of Abraham Lincoln, we cannot

escape history. We cannot escape the
fact that the United States subsidized
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program
for 5 years after the Pressler amend-
ment became law. We cannot escape
the fact that Pakistan repeatedly as-
sured its ally, the United States, it was
not pursuing a nuclear weapons pro-
gram. Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto
stood in this building—in the House
Chamber—on June 7, 1989, and stated:
‘‘Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare
that we do not possess nor do we intend
to make a nuclear device. That is our
policy.’’ The opposite was true in each
case.

Mr. President, we cannot escape his-
tory.

We also were given assurances by
Pakistan’s government regarding the
level of enrichment of its uranium, for-
eign nuclear procurement, cooperation
with communist China, and other re-
lated nonproliferation issues. In each
case, the Government of Pakistan
broke its word.

Thus, despite United States law, de-
spite clear United States policy, and
despite repeated assurances from its
leaders, Pakistan built a nuclear weap-
ons program and used American tax-
payer dollars to do it.

Those are the facts. We cannot es-
cape history.

Yet, we are here today to consider an
amendment that ignores history. Even
worse, if we adopt this amendment, we
would be condemning ourselves to re-
peat history. Nothing in the Brown
amendment would ensure that Amer-
ican taxpayer assistance would not fur-
ther directly or indirectly Pakistan’s
bomb program. Do any of my col-
leagues believe we should reverse this
long-standing United States policy?
Should we risk once again subsidizing
Pakistan’s nuclear bomb program with
the American people’s tax dollars? Cer-
tainly not. That is the fundamental
reason why this amendment should be
defeated, because that is exactly what
it would do.

So, Mr. President, what I am saying
to you, in the past, American tax dol-
lars directly or indirectly have been
used to develop a nuclear bomb in
Pakistan. The passage of this amend-
ment will allow American taxpayers’
dollars to be used in that regard again.

I urge my colleagues to consider the
impact of unconditionally reversing a
fundamental element of U.S. nuclear
nonproliferation policy. I ask my col-
leagues to consider what signal this
amendment would send to other na-
tions who play by international non-
proliferation rules. Frankly, it sends
the worst possible message: nuclear
proliferation pays.

Mr. President, some years ago I
served as chairman of the Arms Con-
trol Subcommittee of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. We held numerous
hearings, and we urged other nations
to engage in nonproliferation policies.
We have elaborate schemes and trea-
ties. This amendment would leave a big
hole and set a terrible precedent for
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our nuclear nonproliferation efforts
throughout the world.

Perhaps no issue is more critical to
our national security—and the security
of all people—than nuclear non-
proliferation. I agree strongly with the
Senator from Colorado that we must
improve our relations with Pakistan.
And I would like for us to be friends
with Pakistan. I consider myself a
friend of Pakistan. Very few would dis-
agree. The question is: How? My con-
cern here is that our nuclear non-
proliferation policy will made a sacrifi-
cial lamb on the alter of better rela-
tions with Pakistan.

The Pressler amendment has
achieved a number of successes in the
area of nuclear nonproliferation. First,
through never verified, Pakistan
claims it has ceased developing weap-
ons grade enriched uranium. Second,
the threat of Pressler sanctions has de-
terred a number of states that pursued
active nuclear weapons research pro-
grams in the 1980’s, including Argen-
tina, Brazil, South Korea, Taiwan, and
South Africa.

Second, despite what’s being said, nu-
clear nonproliferation does not dis-
criminate against Pakistan.

Pakistan is not the only country that
is identified by name for nonprolifera-
tion sanctions. For years a number of
other countries have been designated
for special controls and sanctions.
China has been singled out for viola-
tions of ballistic missile sanctions.
Yet, ironically, Pakistan is the only
country to receive waivers of United
States nonproliferation laws in order
to receive United States aid. One eight
occasions, Congress authorized special
waivers of United States nonprolifera-
tion laws just for Pakistan. The Pres-
sler amendment itself was effectively a
waiver to prevent tougher enforcement
of U.S. law. Yes, Congress has engaged
in special discrimination, but it was
discrimination in favor of Pakistan,
and against all other countries that
play by international nonproliferation
rules.

In addition, Mr. President let me
point out that our relationship with
India is impacted by United States
nonproliferation policy. Because of In-
dia’s unsafeguarded nuclear program,
there is no United States/Indian agree-
ment for nuclear cooperation. United
States military cooperation with India
is merely consultative. The United
States will not export certain forms of
missile equipment and technology to
India and any other goods that are re-
lated to weapons of mass destruction.
It is true that United States sanctions
have not been invoked against India,
but that is because India has not vio-
lated its commitments under United
States law. Mr. President, the bottom
line is this: in 1985, the Government of
Pakistan agreed with the United
States government that future United
States aid would be tied to its develop-
ment of a nuclear explosive device.
That was Pakistan’s contract with
America. Pakistan understood and ac-

cepted the potential price if it develop-
ment the bomb. I believe my friend and
colleague from Ohio, Senator GLENN,
said it best in 1989 when he said:
‘‘There simply must be a cost to non-
compliance—when a solemn nuclear
pledge is violated, the solution does
not lie in voiding the pledge.’’

The Brown amendment proposes that
very solution. We are being asked to
void a portion of this contract by al-
lowing nonmilitary aid to resume un-
conditionally.

Second, we are being asked to set
aside Pakistan’s contract with Amer-
ica so that the administration can de-
liver without conditions nearly $400
million of United States military
equipment previously purchased by
Pakistan. This package—part of a larg-
er $1.4 billion order that included 28 F–
16’s—includes P–3C Orion antisub-
marine aircraft, Harpoon and Side-
winder missiles, and engines and parts
for Pakistan’s existing fleet of Cobras
and F–16 aircraft, which are capable of
carrying nuclear weapons.

Though it supported its 1985 contract
with America, the Government of
Pakistan now argues that we should ei-
ther return the military equipment or
pay back Pakistan. In short, we are
being asked to honor our military con-
tract with Pakistan. The reason why
the equipment and the funds remain
out of Pakistan’s hands is because
Pakistan was found in 1990 to have vio-
lated its 1985 contract with America.
Pakistan knew that if the Pressler con-
tract was violated, its military con-
tract would be put on hold. I recognize
that is a tough deal. Again, nuclear
proliferation has a price.

However, I am willing to consider op-
tions to compensate Pakistan. In fact,
I would not oppose using proceeds from
a third party sale of any of the equip-
ment to reimburse Pakistan. That is a
fair approach.

To his credit, President Clinton took
my suggestion to seek a third party
sale of the 28 F–16 aircraft sought by
Pakistan. I commend the President. It
was a wise move for one simple reason:
F–16’s are capable of carrying a nuclear
payload. It would be contrary to the
spirit and letter of our Nation’s nu-
clear nonproliferation policy for the
United States to waive a nonprolifera-
tion law so that Pakistan could take
possession of nuclear delivery vehicles.

That is one of the main reasons why
I called for a third party sale of the F–
16’s last May. However, I also stated I
would oppose the return of any mili-
tary equipment to Pakistan that would
serve to undermine our nuclear non-
proliferation goals, and add to the cur-
rent instability in the region. That is
why I am opposed to the Brown amend-
ment.

The military transfer called for in
the Brown amendment is ill-advised for
three key reasons:

First, it would spark a renewed arms
race between Pakistan and India. As
my colleagues know, P–3’s serve a dual
function—they are naval reconnais-

sance aircraft with offensive capabili-
ties. The military aid package also in-
cludes torpedoes and missiles that can
be launched from a P–3. The P–3’s
would give Pakistan greater naval sur-
veillance and striking capabilities than
the aircraft Pakistan currently uses,
the French-made Atlantique.

In addition, as the Department of De-
fense admitted, the F–16 components in
the military package represent a reli-
ability upgrade of Pakistan’s F–16 air-
craft, which are capable of carrying nu-
clear weapons. Given our longstanding
policy on nuclear nonproliferation, I do
not understand why the Clinton admin-
istration would seek to improve Paki-
stan’s nuclear delivery capability with
United States-made equipment.

I recognize that the Senator from
Colorado has gone to great lengths and
made every conceivable effort to reas-
sure his colleagues that this military
package would not upset the strategic
balance between India and Pakistan.

However, the Indian Government as-
sessed this package on all levels—polit-
ical, strategic, and diplomatic. It con-
cluded it would have no choice but to
engage in additional military procure-
ment if this transfer goes through.
Why should the United States risk a
potential arms race in an already un-
stable South Asia?

Second, the military transfer could
inadvertently improve the terrorist
state of Iran’s military capability in
the region. According to news reports,
Iran and Pakistan have been coopera-
tion on nuclear weapons research for a
decade. Also, Iran and Pakistan have
been engaged in cooperative military
efforts dating back as far as last year,
when the two countries conducted joint
naval maneuvers in the Arabian Sea. I
was disturbed to learn that a new
round of naval maneuvers is scheduled
later this fall.

Given this sustained Pakistan-Iran
cooperation, the P–3’s take on added
significance. The P–3’s surveillance ca-
pability would cover the entire Arabian
Sea and the entire Persian Gulf. The
data from this extended surveillance—
data on the movements of our own
Navy in the region—surely would be of
critical use to Iran as it seeks to ex-
tend the reach of its naval power.

Is there anything in the Brown
amendment that would require a writ-
ten assurance from Pakistan that the
P–3’s or any other United States made
military equipment would not be used
to benefit a terrorist country? No.

If that is the case, why would we in-
advertently enhance Iran’s military al-
liance with Pakistan to the detriment
of our own naval forces, and our friends
and allies in the region? It makes no
sense.

Finally, this transfer sends the worst
possible message: nuclear proliferation
pays.

In this case, a country that has gone
into nuclear proliferation, after it
agreed with us not to, is being re-
warded, and we are supposed to have
sanctions against countries that have
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entered into agreements and broken
them. So we are rewarding nuclear pro-
liferation in this very move.

The Clinton administration assured
Congress that the United States would
oppose any commercial military up-
grades for Pakistan. This has been U.S.
policy since 1990. Yet, the proposed
transfer would break its assurance to
Congress in the worst way—by upgrad-
ing Pakistan’s nuclear delivery vehi-
cles—its F–16’s. This upgrade is not
just a reversal of U.S. arms policy, it
undermines the very principles of the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. It de-
fies logic that the Clinton administra-
tion would work so valiantly to ratify
this treaty and then turn around and
support a clear violation of that trea-
ty’s core principles.

Despite these very disturbing activi-
ties, the administration is intent on
going ahead with the military trans-
fer—one that does not achieve one
credible United States policy initia-
tive, while undermining three vital
policies—regional stability in South
Asia, containment of Iran, and world-
wide nuclear nonproliferation.

Do we have alternatives? Yes. Last
week, I called on President Clinton to
expand this initiative one step further
by pursuing the third party sale option
on all the military equipment sought
by Pakistan. And as I said with respect
to the F–16’s, if the administration and
the Congress wish to use the proceeds
from the third party sales to reimburse
Pakistan, I would not object.

Mr. President, let me take a moment
to discuss the provisions in the amend-
ment that would repeal nonmilitary
sanctions against Pakistan. My col-
leagues will recall that similar lan-
guage was offered by my friend from
Colorado during consideration of the
Department of Defense authorization
bill. These provisions, though seem-
ingly well-intended, go too far.

First, this amendment specifically
rewrites the Pressler amendment so
that the sanctions apply only to mili-
tary aid. This amounts to an uncondi-
tional repeal of nonmilitary sanctions
against Pakistan. This is an extraor-
dinary and far-reaching change that
could have serious implications.

In fact, this amendment could be
used to aid Pakistan’s nuclear bomb
program. All of us know that scores of
nonmilitary items can serve military
purposes. Pakistan knows that all to
well. Let me provide one specific exam-
ple: A story in the McGraw-Hill news-
letter NuclearFuel, detailed how Paki-
stan intended to violate a joint venture
with Siemens AG by using tele-
communications equipment as part of a
project to enhance uranium into bomb
grade material. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this story be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Nuclear Fuel, Aug. 28, 1995]
SIEMENS VENTURE BELIEVED USED IN

PAKISTAN CENTRIFUGE QUEST

(By Mark Hibbs)
Departing from company procurement

rules, Pakistan in 1991 used a national tele-
communications joint venture with Siemens
AG to try to obtain equipment in Germany
that export control officials suspect had been
sought instead for gas centrifuge rotor as-
semblies used to enrich uranium.

Intelligence sources said that the case is
apparently similar to others in which it is
believed Pakistan used legitimate businesses
to disguise nuclear procurement. Sources
said that in the U.S., Pakistan hid nuclear
procurement by giving as the end use a bona
fide Pakistan-U.S. program to supply equip-
ment to maintain Pakistan’s fleet of F–16
aircraft.

At issue in the German case are specialized
ring magnets that Western officials say
Pakistan has repeatedly sought from firms
in Germany, Britain, and elsewhere in Eu-
rope since the mid-1980s for its clandestine
uranium enrichment program.

The top magnetic suspension bearing of
gas centrifuges built by Pakistan at its
Kahuta enrichment plant features a pair of
ring magnets. The upper magnet is sus-
pended in a housing containing oil that is re-
sistant to the highly corrosive uranium
hexafluoride (UF6) gas fed through cen-
trifuges. The other magnet is fitted to the
top end cap of the rotor assembly.

According to Western officials, the Paki-
stan Embassy in Bonn, on behalf of Tele-
phone Industries of Pakistan (PVT) Ltd., in
early 1991 sought ring magnets from the firm
Magnetfabrik Bonn (MFB) GmbH. But Ger-
man experts suspected that the technical
specifications given for the magnets did not
match the non-nuclear end use cited by the
Pakistan firm, and MFB blocked the transfer
of the magnets after discussing the matter
with German export control authorities. The
export had initially been approved by Ger-
many.

Telephone Industries of Pakistan is a joint
venture between Siemens and Pakistan’s na-
tional post, telephone, and telegraph (PTT)
organization, and is located in Haripur,
Pakistan. Siemens controls 30.02% of the
venture. The government-owned Pakistan
PTT owns 69.98%.

According to Reiner Schoenrueck, a Sie-
mens spokesman, the Pakistan joint venture
makes equipment, including telephones, for
digital communications systems. Queried by
NuclearFuel, he reported that Telephone In-
dustries is authorized to independently pur-
chase equipment locally in Pakistan. ‘‘But
any equipment which Telephone Industries
wants in Germany must be obtained through
Siemens itself,’’ Schoenrueck said, not by
the Pakistan government or by officials at
the venture’s office in Haripur.

NuclearFuel has learned that regardless of
these procurement guidelines, Telephone In-
dustries of Pakistan recently renewed inde-
pendent efforts to order magnet parts in Ger-
many. Current attempts are said to involve
items having different specifications than
magnets ordered on its behalf in 1991.
Sources said the Pakistan firm has given
non-nuclear engineering end uses, such as
motors and power equipment, for items it
now seeks.

In March 1991, Azmat Ullah, an official at
the Pakistani Embassy in Bonn, first made
contact with MFB on behalf of Telephone In-
dustries of Pakistan to obtain so-called alu-
minum-nickel-cobalt (Alnico)–260 S-ring
magnets. Officials said that, after Pakistan
provided a non-critical end use for the
magnets, an export permit was awarded by
Germany.

However, sources said that in late 1991,
after the permit was awarded but before the
magnets were exported, the manufacturer
became aware of the potential use of ring
magnets containing cobalt in gas
ultracentrifuges. The company then con-
tacted the Federal Economics Office, now
the Federal Export Control Office (BAFA) in
Eschborn, responsible for export controls,
and the export authorization to Pakistan
was rescinded.

Section 0201/2.D of Germany’s commodity
control list, valid in 1991 when the export
was approved, required express authorization
for complete magnet assemblies only: ‘‘Liq-
uid-damped magnetic bearings, made of ring
magnets, which are mounted in a housing
containing a damping medium. The magnet
is mounted on a rotor end cap pole piece or
coupled to a second magnet.’’ According to a
spokesman at BAFA, the export to Pakistan
of magnets not conforming precisely to these
specifications would have been approved pro-
vided no ‘‘knowledge’’ was available that the
equipment would be used in weapons of
mass-destruction or that the peaceful end
use was ‘‘implausible.’’

Western officials said the parts MFB was
to make for Pakistan did not fall within 0201/
2.D so the export was initially approved. Of-
ficials said, however, that the German firm
later doubted the peaceful end use given by
Pakistan after Pakistan specified that the
magnets must feature unusually fine ma-
chining tolerances and a capability to with-
stand exceedingly high rotating speeds.

Pakistan had first indicated that Tele-
phone Industries sought magnets sized at 52
millimeters in diameter and 8 mm in height,
with a ring thickness of 36 mm. It later spec-
ified a precise diameter of 52.8 mm and a
thickness of 36.8 mm and defined fine toler-
ance requirements in the range of a few hun-
dredths of millimeters.

Azmat Ullah, the Pakistan government
employee who sought the ring magnets for
Telephone Industries of Pakistan, was listed
in the official German register of foreign dip-
lomats for 1991 and 1992 as an attache in the
commercial section of the Pakistan Em-
bassy. He left Germany in 1993. According to
diplomatic sources, the Pakistani attache
had been involved in previous attempts to
obtain material in Germany for Pakistan’s
centrifuge program before he sought the ring
magnets. Sources said that in 1985, for exam-
ple, Ullah had been responsible at the em-
bassy for ordering centrifuge-grade maraging
steel produced by Arbed Saarstahl, a German
specialty steel producer. The steel is be-
lieved to have been intended for making cen-
trifuge rotor tubes for Kahuta.

In early 1992, after the planned magnet ex-
port to Pakistan was stopped, MFB alerted
other German magnet-producing firms, in-
cluding subsidiaries of Krupp AG and
Thyssen AG, about the intended transaction.
In addition to stopping the export from MFB
to Pakistan by withdrawing the permit,
BAFA also blocked transfer of the ring
magnets to Pakistan from all other German
firms.

NO CRITICAL MAGNET DEAL WITH IRAN

Contrary to previous non-official reports
asserting that German firms contributed re-
cently to an Iranian program to develop gas
centrifuges, MFB, which was solicited with-
out success by Pakistan to obtain ring
magnets, never supplied any critical
magnets or magnetic equipment to Iran,
company officials said.

According to customs intelligence docu-
ments obtained by NuclearFuel, the Sharif
University of Technology in Tehran has tried
to obtain nuclear-related equipment from
firms in Germany and elsewhere in Europe,
including equipment meant to be used for a
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centrifuge development program (NF, 28
March ’93, 10). On the basis of this informa-
tion, BAFA will not award export permits
for any equipment destined for end use at
Sharif University. But the Zollkriminalamt
(ZKA), Germany’s customs investigative
agency, denies that any German firms have
exported equipment to Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram over the last 10 years (NF, 10 April ’94,
5).

Herbert Krosney, author of the book
‘‘Deadly Business,’’ claimed that Sharif Uni-
versity approached MFB for Alnico cen-
trifuge magnets and that the German firm
‘‘received a substantive order from Iran.’’

MFB said this month that the statement is
false. It asserted that the company never
agreed to transact any Alnico centrifuge
magnet business with Iran and that MFB was
never contacted by Sharif University for any
business. Since 1993, MFB has sold some fer-
ritic magnets to Iran. They were not, BAFA
ruled, useful for uranium enrichment.

In the wake of information it obtained al-
leging that MFB had been involved in viola-
tions of export rules, Western intelligence
sources said, the Oberfinanzdirektlon in Co-
logne, a customs investigation arm of the
Federal Ministry of Finance, searched the
MFB premises in 1990, one year before Paki-
stan attempted to obtain ring magnets from
the Bonn company.

According to a statement that company
management provided to employees, how-
ever, no violations were found and the firm’s
conduct was judged ‘‘exemplary.’’

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, this
is just one example. The fact is Paki-
stan built its current bomb program in
part from seemingly nonmilitary
transactions. Further, in February
1993, then-CIA Director James Woolsey
described for the Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs how untied and
seemingly nonmilitary loans and
grants could further Pakistan’s nuclear
program.

Does the Brown amendment require
Pakistan to make written and verifi-
able assurances that seemingly non-
military aid will not aid directly or in-
directly its bomb program? No.

Again, Mr. President, we cannot es-
cape history. We once before inadvert-
ently aided Pakistan’s bomb program.
Now, with this open-ended, uncondi-
tional repeal of a portion of the Pres-
sler amendment, we are setting our-
selves up to make the same mistake
yet again. Why would we once again
put American taxpayers in the position
of aiding Pakistan’s bomb program?

Further, let me correct for the record
a serious misperception of the Pressler
amendment. Some have argued that we
need this amendment so that we can
provide vital civic and humanitarian
assistance to Pakistan. We already can
provide that assistance. Current law
permits United States aid to Pakistan
through nongovernmental organiza-
tions in a wide range of areas, includ-
ing agriculture and rural development,
nutrition, human rights, endangered
species, and illicit narcotics preven-
tion. Pakistan also continues to re-
ceive annually hundreds of millions of
dollars in development assistance via
multilateral lending agencies to which
the United States is a major contribu-
tor. The Brown amendment goes be-
yond even a limited approach, and

again would do so without requiring a
single nuclear concession from Paki-
stan.

Mr. President, I strongly respect and
admire my friend from Colorado. He
sincerely is interested in trying to find
ways to improve our relations with
Pakistan and improve the conditions
for the entire Indian subcontinent. I
commend him for proposing a U.S.-led
multilateral summit designed to re-
duce the presence of nuclear weapons
in South Asia. I would support such a
summit. It represents a more construc-
tive first-step toward what I hope is
the elimination of the nuclear threat
from South Asia.

But, in this case, we are not moving
toward nonproliferation with this par-
ticular amendment. We cannot escape
history, and I have outlines that his-
tory of the Pressler amendment, of
which there is much misunderstanding.

Beyond that, my friend from Colo-
rado and I disagree on how best to ap-
proach the vexing problems in South
Asia. We also need to keep in mind the
question of United States—India rela-
tions. For more than 40 years, our rela-
tions with the world’s most populous
democracy were difficult, dictated
largely by cold war conventional wis-
dom. Since 1991, our relations have im-
proved markedly. India’s economy is
undergoing a remarkable trans-
formation, fueled by a nearly five-fold
increase in foreign investments from
1990 to 1994. More than one-third of
those investments were from American
firms. It is my hope that Pakistan can
enjoy similar progress in the near fu-
ture. Economic growth for both coun-
tries is the key to long-term regional
stability.

One of the lessons of our improved re-
lationship with India is that our ac-
tions have a clear impact on Indian
public opinion. That certainly is the
case in Pakistan as well. Given this im-
pact, I believe that we must pursue our
policies in South Asia with great care
and great caution. We must ensure
that we do not unnecessarily return to
the previous, unproductive levels of our
relationship. We also must ensure that
we do not unnecessarily fuel the al-
ready strong tensions that exist in the
region.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I must
repeat yet again, we cannot escape his-
tory—both the history behind us and
before us. The history we make today
not only will determine the history of
tomorrow, but will determine how well
we comprehended the hard lessons of
history. The Brown amendment is a
grim reminder to all of us that those
who try to escape history are con-
demned to relive it. I cannot allow that
to happen. We must not ask the Amer-
ican taxpayer to subsidize a bomb pro-
gram we cannot condone. Nor do we
need ask the American taxpayer to
subsidize an arms race in South Asia,
or the military ambitions of a terrorist
state.

Last year, the President states that
no single foreign policy issue was more

important than nuclear nonprolifera-
tion. If that is the case, there is no jus-
tifiable reason why Pakistan once
again must be exempt from Federal
nonproliferation laws or the non-
proliferation policies we impose on all
other signatories of the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty.

Let us give Pakistan some concrete
incentives to honor its word.

Let us not reward proliferation.
Since we cannot escape history, let

us learn constructively from it.
I urge the defeat of the Brown

amendment. I yield the floor.
Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
ACTION ON AMENDMENT NO. 2721 VITIATED

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to vitiate the ac-
tion on amendment No. 2721. It is my
understanding this has been cleared on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2708

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. Brown. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota
has raised a number of important
points. I will not try to deal with all of
them right now, but I do think it is im-
portant to respond.

First, let me commend the Senator
for his leadership in this area. While we
disagree on the particular resolutions
of these contract items that have been
in dispute for a number of years, I
think his efforts toward nonprolifera-
tion and his sincerity and hard work in
the area are to be commended and re-
flect great credit on the American psy-
che in dealing with foreign policy.

Mr. President, there are a couple of
things that I think are important to
look at, though, that I hope Members
will consider.

First of all, statements were made
that the amendment is unconditioned
and open-ended repeal. Mr. President, I
think he was referring to parts of it.
But I sincerely believe that is not a
fair description of what is anticipated
here.

First of all, let me emphasize what
the amendment does not do. It does
not, in any way, repeal the restriction
on military aid or military sales to
Pakistan. There are a couple of areas
that are clarified, though, and let me
be specific about that. The bars and re-
strictions on aid and sales stay in
place. We do a couple of things here.
One, we make it clear that parts that
had been sent—military parts—to the
United States for repair and had never
been repaired were be shipped back to
them. These are used parts that were
not functioning. I suppose we can insist
on keeping those used parts here, but it
seemed like that should be sent back. I
do not think that is an open-ended re-
peal. That is a disposition of parts that
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have been around for a long time and
they are sent back unrepaired.

Second, we deal with contracts that
are 8 and 9 years old that have been
paid for. We allow three-fourths of
them—or almost three-fourths of
them—to have their money back and
not get delivery of the planes. Those
are the things that all of the people in
the area have looked at and say are the
most inflammatory—that is, the F–16.
We allow delivery of $368 million of
military equipment. Those are on con-
tracts that were executed before the
1990 action under the Pressler amend-
ment.

Mr. President, what this issue is all
about is simply and solely saying you
are either going to get your money
back, or you are going to get the parts
back, or you are going to get the
things you contracted for. It is simple
fairness. We signed a contract to sell
military equipment. We have not deliv-
ered on it. We have taken their money,
and we have refused both to give them
their money back and/or deliver on our
contract.

All we are trying to do with this is
make it clear that we ought to either
give them their money back or give
them what they contracted for. The
compromise, I suppose, somebody could
criticize. This was worked out by the
President. I do not think the President
or the administration claims it is per-
fect, nor do I.

Mr. President, I do know that the
planes amount to almost three-fourths
of the entire package. The planes are
the things that almost every critic I
know of says is the most inflammatory
and significant part of the package,
and the planes are not delivered. The
other parts of the package—and we al-
ready quoted from experts that indi-
cate that these are not significant in
terms of the military balance of the
area. We have already pointed out that
India enjoys a two-to-one advantage.

Mr. President, there is another item
that I think ought to be at least quoted
at this point. The suggestion was that
we are already in the process of deliv-
ering aid to Pakistan and that it is not
necessary to have this amendment. The
suggestion was that NGO’s are author-
ized under aid to Pakistan. Indeed, we
have NGO’s allowed to conduct activity
in Pakistan right now. It is on tem-
porary authority, and that authority is
on a 1-year waiver and that waiver is
not renewed and it runs out. So as far
as NGO’s being able to operate in the
country and deliver aid, which they
have talked about, the point is that the
facts are exactly the opposite of what
was said on the floor. The NGO’s are
not going to be able to do that. We
need this legislation to be able to in-
volve ourselves with Pakistan, and this
is to our benefit. I have yet to hear
anyone say that cooperating with the
Pakistanis in the suppression of the
narcotics trade is not to our benefit. It
clearly is in our benefit. Cooperating
with the Pakistanis in this is in our

benefit. So both of those points do not
hit the mark.

Let me put a few things in the
RECORD, and I will try and do it briefly.
I want to quote the Assistant Sec-
retary of State, who responded to the
committee’s questions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. BROWN. I yield myself 5 addi-
tional minutes.

This is what our Assistant Secretary
of State said when asked about the
Pakistan question, and particularly
why we have been involved in assist-
ance to Pakistan. That was certainly
raised by the Senator. I will have more
to say about this later. But I want to
quote the Assistant Secretary of State
on that question of why we aided Paki-
stan:

Pakistan undertook substantial risks as
our partner in an effort to stand up to the
Soviet aggression in Afghanistan during the
1980’s. Intrusions into Pakistan airspace by
Soviet war planes were common. On several
occasions, Soviet military aircraft actually
bombed Pakistani facilities along the border
in retaliation for Pakistan’s assistance to
the mujaheddin. I might say it was assist-
ance to us in helping to liberate Afghani-
stan.

She continues:
Pakistan was also a target of Scud mis-

siles. During the period, the Soviets also ini-
tiated numerous covert actions against the
government of Pakistan, including actions
aimed at destroying caches of munitions and
arms in Pakistan.

Mr. President, this is what Pakistan
put on the line. They risked their very
existence, they risked military attacks
from one of the strongest military pow-
ers in the world, the Soviet Union.
They did it at our request.

She continues:
During the Soviet occupation, 5 million Af-

ghan refugees flooded into Pakistan. With
the help of the international community,
Pakistan provided food and shelter for the
refugees. Many remain in Pakistan because
of the unsafe conditions in Afghanistan.

To suggest that our aid had nothing
to do with the 5 million refugees that
came in, I believe, ignores the facts.

She continues:
Finally, there were widespread fears that

the Soviet Union did not intend to stop its
expansion into the Afghan border with Paki-
stan. Many in Pakistan believe that an ac-
commodation with the Soviets was called for
and the government was under pressure to
follow such a course.

Mr. President, imagine what would
happen if the Government of Paki-
stan—which has been so maligned in
the discussions on this issue in this
Chamber—would have acceded to peo-
ple in their country to make an accom-
modation with the Soviet Union. It is
not just the Afghans that would not
have an opportunity for freedom today,
it is a great many more people in the
world.

Mr. President, she concluded her re-
sponse to that question by this state-
ment:

The primary purpose of U.S. military and
economic assistance to Pakistan during this
period was to help Pakistan manage these
risks and burdens.

Mr. President, the suggestion that
the reason Pakistan got military aid
and assistance during this period was
solely to stop the development of nu-
clear weapons I do not believe is accu-
rate. It certainly does not square with
this. I do think it is accurate, as Mem-
bers pointed out, that that was an in-
terest of the United States at the time,
that it was hoped that would be a reac-
tion of the Pakistanis. But to say that
is the reason for their aid, I do not
think that squares with the history
and with the statement of the Assist-
ant Secretary of State.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
retain the remainder of my time.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. EXON] is recognized.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from
Ohio. Were it not for the fact that I
have made a commitment to go to an
affair elsewhere in the Capital City, I
would stay and become involved in this
debate. I am going to be very brief be-
cause others here will go into the mat-
ter in more detail.

I simply say, Mr. President, that
while a case can be made that we need
improved relations with Pakistan,
from the information that I have, the
proliferation arrangement and laws of
the United States of America have
been violated by arrangement, among
others, of shipments of materiel from
China to Pakistan. I simply say that
while we can make excuses, and while
we can say that we need the coopera-
tion of Pakistan with regard to drugs
and terrorism, which I agree with, the
fact of the matter is that the laws of
the United States have been violated.

An official of the Clinton administra-
tion called me and asked me to support
the Brown amendment. I asked that in-
dividual was it not true that the laws
had been violated, but the administra-
tion, working with the majority in the
U.S. Senate, are simply going to wink
at that and say, it is OK. It is OK. We
are going to make this exception to
make them happy.

It seems to me we are setting a
precedent here. I do not believe my
voice or the voice of others is going to
change the vote, but as well inten-
tioned as the amendment offered by
the Senator from Colorado is, it is a
mistake. It is a mistake entered into
by the Clinton administration. They
are wrong, in my opinion. I state that
as clearly as I can.

What they are doing in this particu-
lar case, Mr. President, is simply to
offer an alibi to try to soothe the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan.

If our laws with regard to prolifera-
tion are going to mean anything, then
we have to recognize that both Paki-
stan and China should be subject to the
laws that we enacted in the Congress of
the United States and cannot be
winked at.

I object to the fact that the Clinton
administration is winking, going back
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on the laws that we have in our land. I
think that is a mistake, Mr. President.

I suspect that the Senate is going to
make a mistake because I do not think
5 hours of debate after most people
have gone home is going to change any
minds.

I simply back the position of Senator
GLENN and Senator LEVIN, both associ-
ates of mine from long standing on the
Armed Services Committee. I hope
that the Senate will come to its senses
and do an about face on the earlier
vote that we had in the Senate on this
matter today.

I thank my friend from Ohio. I thank
my friend from Michigan. I thank my
friend, Senator FEINSTEIN, from Cali-
fornia, who I understand is going to
speak on this. I thank my friend,
LARRY PRESSLER of South Dakota, who
was author, I believe, of the law that
we have in place.

I simply say, Mr. President, this is a
mistake. I hope the U.S. Senate will re-
verse course, recognize it is a mistake,
notwithstanding the pressure that has
been brought to bear by the Clinton ad-
ministration to not change the vote.

Mr. BROWN. Will my good friend
from Nebraska yield for a question?

Mr. EXON. I am happy to yield to the
Senator.

Mr. BROWN. I know the Senator has
had a number of people talk to him,
and I did not know if the Senator was
aware of subsection 8 where we specifi-
cally state, ‘‘Nothing contained herein
shall affect sanctions for the transfers
of missile equipment or technology re-
quired under section 11(B), the Export
Administration Act of 1979, or section
73 of the Arms Control Act.’’

In effect, Mr. President, what we do
is specifically make it clear that the
ballistic missile sanctions are in no
way affected by this.

Mr. EXON. I say to my friend from
Colorado that I think if we get into
those kinds of details, we may cloud
the central purpose. The central pur-
pose of my opposition to this, notwith-
standing the strong feeling about my
friend and associate from the neighbor-
ing State of Colorado, is that we are
violating both the intent and the prin-
ciples of the law that we have in effect
with regard to proliferation. Therefore,
this Senator feels it is a mistake.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. President, I know we want to
hear from other speakers, but I did
want to respond to a very important
point that I think the distinguished
senior Senator from Nebraska made.

He is concerned about the potential
impact of missile sanctions. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am concerned about that as
well.

We have added to this amendment
exact and specific language that makes
it very clear that nothing in this
amendment in any way interferes with
the sanctions, should they ever take
place.

Members should rest assured that I
am very conscious of that, and we have

provided specific legislative language
to make it quite clear that this in no
way waives any sanctions with regard
to violations of missile agreements for
U.S. legislation.

That point has been raised. The fact
is, at least in my view, it is invalid be-
cause we specifically made it clear that
this in no way interferes with that. In-
deed, if they have violated it, they will
be sanctioned, and they should be sanc-
tioned.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
statement from our Secretary of State.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN

CHRISTOPHER, ON U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST
IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION

QUESTION: Will the Clinton Administration
order additional sanctions against China for
supplying missile technology to Pakistan
and Iran?

Secretary CHRISTOPHER: As I mentioned in
my remarks, we are concerned about pro-
liferation issues, and we are certainly con-
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia.
We monitor it very carefully and very close-
ly.

At the present time, although there is a
fairly large body of evidence, we do not
think there is the evidence there that would
justify the imposition of sanctions. But I
want to assure all that we feel an obligation
to keep this matter carefully under review
and to follow and comply with the law in
this regard.

Mr. BROWN. The question was asked,
will the Clinton administration order
additional sanctions against China for
supplying missile technology to Paki-
stan or Iran?

Secretary Christopher said, ‘‘As I
mentioned in my remarks, we are con-
cerned about proliferation issues, and
we are certainly concerned about it as
they relate to South Asia. We monitor
it very carefully and closely.’’

Here is what he says: ‘‘At the present
time, although there is a fairly large
body of evidence, we do not think there
is evidence there that would justify the
imposition of sanctions.’’

Mr. President, the point is this: The
sanctions are for any violation of a
missile treaty or missile technology re-
strictions in U.S. laws. In no way does
this amendment interfere with those
sanctions whatever. As a matter of
fact, the review of the administration
in this area has been clear and signifi-
cant and, if sanctions are justified,
they will take place.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. GLENN. I yield 15 minutes to the

Senator from California.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very

much, Mr. President. I thank the Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado. As the
ranking member of the Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs Subcommittee
of the Foreign Relations Committee, I
have worked closely with Senator
BROWN, the chairman of this sub-
committee, to try to work toward a

more productive United States policy
in South Asia.

I respect him and I respect what he is
trying to do. However, while there are
some issues on which we are in agree-
ment, there are many on which we dif-
fer.

Let me first say that I echo the
statement of the Senator from Ne-
braska by saying that I believe the ad-
ministration is wrong.

I have heard two major reasons put
forward as to why we should put this
$368 million of military equipment in
Pakistan’s hands now. The first is,
they paid for it, it is the honorable
thing to do.

I agree. I will introduce an amend-
ment which will carry with it Sense of
Congress language which will say that
the President is asked to try to sell the
F–16’s and return as much of the equity
payment made by Pakistan back to
Pakistan as possible. I believe that is
the honorable thing to do.

The second thing I have heard is that
we have to buttress the Bhutto regime.
This is what gives me the deepest trou-
ble.

If there is anybody that believes that
one stabilizes or buttresses a regime
which suffers from instability, in an
area where there is a tinderbox of hos-
tilities between two countries, and
where both countries have the ability
in a matter of days to have a nuclear
capacity utilized—I think that is the
wrong idea. I could not go to sleep at
night knowing this equipment went,
and that I voted for it, at absolutely
the wrong time. I will explain in my re-
marks why I believe it is the wrong
time.

Sanctions were invoked against
Pakistan in 1990 because President
Bush could not certify that Pakistan
did not possess a nuclear explosive de-
vice.

Nothing has changed since that time.
To this day, neither President Bush
nor President Clinton has been able to
make that certification. And today
President Clinton cannot make that
certification.

So, despite its remonstrances to the
contrary, Pakistan to this day contin-
ues to develop its nuclear weapons pro-
gram and has technology imported
from abroad. And I believe even today
Pakistan is engaged in developing an
indigenous capability to produce nu-
clear weapons—not to have to get the
technology from abroad, but to do it
right at home.

As late as a couple of months ago,
the Prime Minister of Pakistan denied
that. That is a problem for me. That is
a problem for me, to vote for some-
thing which I know will be used for one
purpose and one purpose only, and that
is probably to attack a neighbor, when
I am told an untruth. As Senator
GLENN, I believe, will outline, these
same statements have been made year
after year for the past decade.

So, under these circumstances, I be-
lieve it is wholly inappropriate for the
United States to release to Pakistan
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this military equipment. For us to
take this step, Pakistan should make
vast improvements in the area of non-
proliferation.

I believe that Pakistan has acquired
M–11 missiles in violation of the
MTCR. Pakistan is subject to MTCR
sanctions. We have alleged that China
sold these missiles to Pakistan. China
is not a signatory to the MTCR. Re-
cently, as a product of negotiations
with our State Department, China has
agreed to abide by the MTCR. But
Pakistan knows better. They are sub-
ject to MTCR rules, and every M–11 has
inherent nuclear capability. Let there
be no doubt about that. So, if one looks
at both India and Pakistan, to add
weapons at this time is a big mistake.

Let me tell you what the Indian Am-
bassador has told me. What he has told
me is that he believes that the 28 Har-
poon missiles which are part of this
package, would give Pakistan a stand-
off capability to which India has no im-
mediate response.

What does this mean? If we do this
now, India is a few months before an
election. It simply fuels the fires with-
in the Indian political structure and
perhaps prompts them to deploy a mis-
sile known as the Prithvi, which they
have, in response to this. That is a sce-
nario that I find inescapable in the
transfer of these weapons.

We can cloak this in any terms we
want. But if we know and honestly be-
lieve that this might be the result of
the delivery of these weapons, why are
we doing it? How can we sleep and do
it? The P–3C aircraft can launch a Har-
poon. The Harpoon also has a surface-
to-surface capability. The Indians be-
lieve the P–3C can carry the Harpoon
from Karachi to Sri Lanka, so it has
the distance.

There are certain aspects of the
Brown amendment that I support. I
certainly share the view that it is de-
sirable for there to be an improvement
in the United States-Pakistani rela-
tionship. Pakistan is strategically lo-
cated, has a significant population, it
is a good friend in the Moslem world, it
is an emerging democracy in a part of
the world where we would like to see
more democracy.

As has been said, Pakistan has co-
operated with the United States in a
variety of ways. It is the second largest
contributor of troops to U.N. peace-
keeping operations. I think that is a
big deal. Pakistan has been prepared to
put its troops on the line to keep peace
in the world, and I, for one, appreciate
that.

It has assisted in our antinarcotics
efforts, and it has been helpful to U.S.
antiterrorism efforts. And it is helpful
right now in a very terrible and tragic
situation in Kashmir, where one Amer-
ican is still being held hostage.

There is certainly room for more co-
operation and the kinds of nonmilitary
assistance which would be allowed to
resume under this proposal—
antiterrorism assistance, antinarcotics
assistance, immigration control train-

ing, environmental and population as-
sistance, civil aviation cooperation—
would not only build even greater co-
operation, but they would directly ben-
efit the effort and interests of the Unit-
ed States in a range of areas.

Part of the amendment I will offer
will do just that: Take the nonmilitary
part of Senator BROWN’s amendment
and allow it to go ahead. It is my un-
derstanding that these types of assist-
ance were never envisioned to be cut
off at the time that the Pressler
amendment was adopted, so I see no
harm and much good that could come
by restoring these types of assistance
programs to Pakistan.

I was pleased to cosponsor an amend-
ment with the Senator from Colorado
in the Foreign Relations Committee to
allow this assistance. However, I think
we need to tread much more carefully
when it comes to military assistance.
Returning Pakistan’s broken spare
parts is, I think, a reasonable gesture
of good will—no problem with that. Al-
lowing Pakistan to resume its partici-
pation in the IMET military training
course will help rebuild the ties be-
tween the United States and the Paki-
stani military, which is important for
strategic cooperation. But allowing the
transfer of the package of equipment
allowed by this amendment is another
story.

The Pressler amendment sanctions
took effect because our Government in
effect knew that Pakistan was not
abiding by earlier agreements made
with our Government, and commit-
ments made to United States Senators
on this floor at that time, in the 1980’s.
They asked for aid contingent on them
not pursuing nuclear weapons, and
then they turned around and did just
what they said they would not do.

Pakistan needs to make progress re-
versing that problem, and I believe we
would send a dubious message by re-
newing our supply line to the Paki-
stani military. As I mentioned, the
package transferred under this pro-
posal would include P–3C surveillance
aircraft, capable of providing sub-
marine deterrence, which is a major
concern to India; the Harpoon missiles;
the TOW missile launchers; the spare
parts for F–16’s; and other sophisti-
cated equipment.

It is not a significant enough pack-
age to substantially alter the military
balance in South Asia, but it is a
change in the military balance of
South Asia. Do we want to change the
military balance of South Asia shortly
before a hotly contested election in
India, when we know major candidates
running in that race will be forced to
respond? They will be forced to re-
spond, and one of the things that has
been a goal of American foreign policy
is to prevent the deployment of the
Prithvi missile. Instead, we are provid-
ing the excuse for the deployment of
the Prithvi missile, and therefore fur-
ther escalating and heightening ten-
sions between the two countries.

And there is major tension. There is
no subject as sensitive, as difficult, on
which the sides are more implacable
than the Kashmir problem. You have
seen the worst results of that tension
in terms of the taking of the hostages,
the cutting off of the head of one of
them, and the rolling of the head down
the street. If that does not dem-
onstrate what feelings are, I do not
know what will.

So, I know the Clinton administra-
tion does not want to prop up unstable
regimes, does not want to put equip-
ment in the middle of a tinderbox, but
that is exactly what this does, and
there is no way to say it does not. It
does.

Anyone who has had the security
briefing I think better understands the
problem.

So I cannot support a resumption of
these arms transfers. The greatest
threat of nuclear war on the planet
today, I believe, rests in South Asia
and rests between India and Pakistan.
India has contributed to this tension
just as much as Pakistan has. But it is
there. It is real. It is palpable and it is
fueled by a dramatic ongoing debate
which one country views as a major as-
sault on its territorial sovereignty.
What else does one need as a precipi-
tant to a conflagration?

So I urge my colleagues to look care-
fully at this resolution, to look care-
fully at the list of equipment, at the
rockets, at the missiles, at the parts
that are being sent in this $368 million
transfer. I hope that the Brown amend-
ment might be defeated and that we
would have an opportunity to put for-
ward an amendment which would carry
forth the economic and the humani-
tarian, the antinarcotics and
antiterrorism portions of Senator
BROWN’s very well-meaning amend-
ment.

I thank the Chair. I yield my time.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield

myself 5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, first of

all, I want to say what a great pleasure
it has been to work with the distin-
guished Senator from California. She is
bright and thoughtful and she has been
very energetic in applying herself to
not only the committee work but this
particular problem. I have found her to
be very thorough and very sincere in
the kind of approach she has taken, I
might say also very constructive. And
I appreciate the fact that she will offer
an alternative to Members of the Sen-
ate to review that will give them some
choices on this issue.

I must say as a Member I have found
it a bit difficult to discuss the issue in
trying to develop legislation, which I
think is our job as legislators, with
some Members who simply want to pre-
clude the issue from being reviewed or
discussed or legislated on and view the
right way to do it is with a filibuster.
I believe reasonable men and women
can come to a reasonable solution that
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is best for our country, and so I wel-
come her initiatives and I commend
her on a very thoughtful approach to
it.

Mr. President, I might say my ap-
proach all along has been to say, look,
what is central here is for the United
States to be true to itself. It is not in
character for us to take someone’s
money for a contract and then refuse
to return their money or refuse to de-
liver on that contract. What we need to
do is either give them their money
back or give them their equipment
that they contracted for but not keep
both. That I think is simple basic fair-
ness that most Americans would agree
with. I believe the Senator from Cali-
fornia shares that view. She does have
a different view than I in terms of the
package, limited package of military
equipment that my amendment would
deliver.

Mr. President, I will simply add one
other comment at this point. It is
something of a technical background
for Members. I note the distinguished
Senator from Ohio is here and he has
been a leader in the Senate, and in the
world I might say, in terms of non-
proliferation.

The MTCR, the Missile Technology
Control Regime, has 25 countries—at
least that is the latest CRS report—
that indicate they are not so much
signers but partners, in the parlance of
the CRS, and these partners in addition
have contacted other countries that do
include China, that have agreed to
abide by their guidelines. Pakistan is
not a partner in MTCR, and they are
not listed by the CRS among the coun-
tries that have agreed to observe it.

I believe the MTCR is a very impor-
tant item here for Members to con-
sider. We have statutes that are de-
signed to control this technology. The
suggestion has been made by some
Members, for whom I have a great deal
of respect, there may have been a vio-
lation of this statute with regard to
China and Pakistan. If that is true,
there will be severe sanctions. It is
very important to know that the
amendment which is before the Senate
in no way waives those sanctions. As a
matter of fact, it has a separate spe-
cific section that makes it crystal
clear that nothing in this legislation
waives those sanctions.

So should you be concerned about
MTCR? Absolutely. But does this
amendment in any way interfere with
MTCR? Absolutely not. In fact, it does
the opposite. It makes it crystal clear
if there are sanctions there they have
the responsibility to go ahead with
them as provided by our law.

Mr. President, I retain the remainder
of my time.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 15
minutes to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair, and I
thank my friend from Ohio. And also
let me commend the Senator from Ohio

for the decades of work he has put in in
the fight against the proliferation both
of nuclear weapons, weapons of mass
destruction, and means of delivery of
those weapons. It is the missiles par-
ticularly which we are talking about
today, but there are also weapons
themselves which are involved in this
debate, and nobody has worked harder
than the Senator from Ohio to try to
address the proliferation concerns
which are the emerging threats to this
world. The cold war may be over, but
the world is a more dangerous place in
many ways now than it was before. The
reason it is more dangerous in many
ways is because of the threat of nuclear
weapons, weapons of mass destruction
and means of their delivery, the pro-
liferation threat which we face.

The issue is whether we are going to
be serious about them. That is really
what the Senate is going to decide to-
morrow, whether or not we are going to
be serious about a proliferation issue
which is so clear that I would urge our
colleagues to go up to the fourth floor,
as about 10 of us have, and review the
materials. They are there. The charts
are there. They will be there in the
morning. Some of us have had this
briefing now three times. We can hide
our head in the sand and we can say,
well, gee, maybe there is not a viola-
tion of the Missile Technology Control
Regime, which is supposed to be en-
forced by our export control laws, but I
think it is pretty difficult to do that
after the briefings that we have re-
ceived.

Now, that is my conclusion. Maybe
others can reach different conclusions.
It is difficult for me to see how any of
us can reach a different conclusion, but
it is more difficult for me to see how
we would not at least go up to the
fourth floor and expose ourselves to
those materials which are there very
clearly for each Member of this Senate
to see and consider.

If there is no more serious issue than
proliferation—and I do not know of too
many issues that are more serious—
surely it is worth a visit to the fourth
floor to review the intelligence reports
on the question of whether or not
China has delivered, transferred to
Pakistan missiles or missile compo-
nents which exceed the limits which
are provided for in the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime.

Now, our good friend from Colorado
has given a bunch of reasons that we
should proceed with the sale of this
equipment to Pakistan. Pakistan is an
ally; that is true. Pakistan has sup-
ported common goals in Afghanistan;
that is true. Of course, it was in their
own self-interest to pursue those goals,
but nonetheless they were common
goals and she pursued them. Pakistan,
indeed, supports multinational peace
enforcement. So do we.

I hope it is in her self-interest to do
that. But the fact that we have a com-
mon interest in that is given as a rea-
son for why we should proceed with the
sale of this nature.

I think the other point that the Sen-
ator from Colorado makes, which is
one I share, which is that it is not in
our character to take folks’ money and
then not deliver the product, I must
say in this regard I think that the Sen-
ator from Colorado is correct, that if
equity requires that we not allow that
money to be kept at the same time
that the delivery has not been made,
then true to ourselves, whatever por-
tion of that money equity requires be
returned to Pakistan should be re-
turned to Pakistan.

But that is not the issue here tonight
either. The Senator from California is
going to be introducing an amendment
tomorrow which will take us down that
path which is the path of being true to
ourselves and our laws on exports at
the same time living up to a moral ob-
ligation to be true to ourselves to not
take money from folks and not deliver
the product.

Now, I believe that the Senator from
California’s amendment tomorrow is
going to be worded in such a way that
whatever funds equity requires be re-
turned to Pakistan, or words to that ef-
fect, should be returned to Pakistan.
And I would be supporting that amend-
ment because that is the way we can be
true to ourselves in all regard.

We can make sure that we enforce
our laws against proliferation at the
same time we do not take money which
does not belong to us and keep money
which does not belong to us. But we
can do both.

The issue in this amendment tonight
that we are debating, the Brown
amendment, is whether or not we are
going to ignore our law relative to the
proliferation of missiles by authorizing
the shipment of military equipment
which, if Pakistan received missiles
that exceed the limits in the missile
technology control regime, could not
be properly sent to Pakistan.

Now, our law is clear. It is the Arms
Export Control Act. The law says that
sanctions will be applied to those who
export, transfer or trade in certain
areas. And then they refer to the mis-
sile technology control regime annex.
And that missile technology control re-
gime is very specific, that if missiles or
components of technology have a range
of more than 300 kilometers and a pay-
load of more than 500 kilograms, then
that is violative of the missile tech-
nology control regime and then people
who export, transfer or trade that type
of missile or components for those mis-
siles or technologies for those missiles
will be subject the sanctions. It does
not say ‘‘may be subject to sanctions,’’
by the way. It says the President
‘‘shall impose sanctions’’ in that event.

Now, that leaves it up to each of us
to reach our own conclusion as to
whether or not missiles have been
transferred to Pakistan which exceed
those limits. If so, our law does not
permit the transfer of the equipment
which would be allowed under the
Brown amendment. Our law just sim-
ply does not permit that.
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Now, maybe individuals can conclude

that the evidence is not clear on this
issue, that Pakistan has received mis-
siles of this range and payload. And if
an individual, a Member of the Senate,
can go up to the fourth floor and reach
that conclusion, it seems to me they
could then support the Brown amend-
ment. But I would urge Members to do
that. I have done that now twice. I
have had a third briefing on top of
that. I cannot in good conscience reach
any conclusion such as that, or come
close to it. It is not even, to me, a close
question.

I think in order for a person to con-
clude anything other than what I have
concluded would require absolutely
closing one’s eyes to the extraor-
dinarily clear evidence on this subject.
What is that evidence? We are not al-
lowed to describe that on the Senate
floor. It is classified. We can describe
our own conclusions, and we have. We
can urge our colleagues to go and re-
view that evidence—it does not take
long—and reach their own conclusions,
which surely our colleagues I believe
should do. But the issue here is so im-
portant. It is a proliferation issue that
it is incumbent upon those of us who
have seen that briefing to urge our col-
leagues tomorrow morning, prior to
the vote, to take a few minutes and go
up and look at those materials in room
S–407.

Now, our good friend from Colorado—
I must commend him for a lot of rea-
sons—he has applied an intellectual
acumen to this matter as well as his
own great spirit which makes it always
difficult for those of us who disagree
with him to disagree with him, because
he is a man of great reason and a man
of great integrity. He has pointed out
in his amendment that it specifically
says that ‘‘nothing contained herein
shall affect sanctions for transfers of
missile equipment or technology re-
quired under section 11B.’’ And that
language is indeed in his amendment.

The problem is that his amendment
does affect sanctions. The words in sec-
tion 8 which I just read, which says
nothing shall affect sanctions, are the
words. But actions speak louder than
words. The action part of this amend-
ment is earlier in the amendment when
it says that military equipment,
‘‘other than F–16 aircraft, may be
transferred to Pakistan pursuant to
contracts for cases entered into before
October 1, 1990.’’ So the words in sub-
section (h) which say that ‘‘nothing
contained herein shall affect sanc-
tions’’ are contradicted by what is con-
tained herein, which is the authority
to transfer military equipment to
Pakistan. That is the action part of the
amendment.

How I wish it were true that nothing
herein affected sanctions for transfers
of missile equipment required under
section 11B. If there were nothing in
here which affected our missile tech-
nology control regime, if there were
nothing in here which affected our
Arms Export Control Act, there would

not be any opposition to the Brown
amendment on this floor. The problem
is that this very amendment, by au-
thorizing the transfer of military
equipment to Pakistan, is undermining
the Arms Export Control Act which
says that this equipment shall not be
transferred if—this is the big ‘‘if’’—if,
in fact, Pakistan has received missiles
or components or technology within
the missile technology control regime.
That is the ‘‘if.’’

Each one of us can reach our own
conclusion. I think the conclusion is so
crystal clear that there is not much
room for doubt. The Secretary of State
apparently has said that there is
enough doubt in his mind that he has
not yet reached that conclusion. How
he has been able to say that in light of
all that evidence beats me. But I hope
everybody will reach their own conclu-
sion. But this issue is so critically im-
portant, this proliferation issue, that it
requires each of us to focus on that evi-
dence, reach our conclusion, and if the
conclusion is that, in fact, missiles
have been transferred and if the con-
clusion is that they have a range and
payload that exceeds the missile tech-
nology control regime, then it seems to
me that the Brown amendment must
be defeated.

And so, Mr. President, again, let me
commend the Senator from Ohio,
thank him for yielding me time. I also
want to thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia for the amendment which she is
working on which will give us an op-
portunity to do two right things: One is
to live up to our own Arms Export Con-
trol Act and to do the right thing on
proliferation at the same time that we
do what equity requires relative to the
return of any funds that indeed equity
might require be returned to Pakistan.
We cannot do both things.

The Senator from California will be
offering an amendment which will
allow us to do both things, but the
amendment before us puts us on a very,
very difficult road which I think under-
mines the deep concerns which every
Member of this body feels about pro-
liferation.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. LEVIN. I not only yield, I am

happy to yield the floor.
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished Senator from Vermont
wants to make a brief presentation.
While I have indicated to the Senator
from Iowa that he would be next, with
his acquiescence, I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will
be brief, as I have to take the chair as
soon as I can.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that John F.
Guerra, a Pearson fellow on my staff,

be granted the privilege of the floor for
the pendency of this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will
be brief. First, I will support the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado, but I also will take a moment to
commend the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MCCONNELL] for the time and hard
work he and his staff put into crafting
this legislation. He has done a com-
mendable job with a tough assignment:
to reduce our expenditures on foreign
aid by a significant amount without
compromising national interests. I ap-
preciate his willingness to work with
all of the members of the subcommit-
tee to craft a bill that meets the budg-
et allocation and comes to the floor
with a broad backing of both the Ap-
propriations Committee and a majority
of the foreign assistance community.

Let us look at the big picture for a
moment. We have committed ourselves
to reducing the crippling Federal defi-
cit, and failure to do so would irrev-
ocably cripple our Nation and our econ-
omy for years to come.

Yet, we must not blindly slash spend-
ing across the board. We must carefully
review our priorities and assign our
limited funds accordingly.

I have been arguing for some time
that education must be one of our top
priorities. Spending on education is
only about 3 percent of the entire Fed-
eral budget. Yet, if we do not prepare
our children for the future, we will be
unable to maintain our standard of liv-
ing.

I am concerned that the quality of
our educational system is falling be-
hind that of our major international
competitors, and if this trend contin-
ues, we will find ourselves severely
handicapped in our efforts to maintain
a position of economic leadership and
our standard of living.

The other very small, yet very im-
portant, area of Federal spending is
foreign aid. While many Americans
think we spend about 15 percent of our
budget on foreign aid, in truth foreign
aid comprises only 1 percent of the
budget. And this small investment is
being cut in this bill by almost 10 per-
cent. Foreign aid is doing its share in
contributing to deficit reduction.

Yet, there is a danger in cutting
these accounts too deeply. Much of this
funding goes to meeting basic human
needs abroad and to empower people to
take control of their own development.
If we do not make a modest contribu-
tion to the efforts of certain less devel-
oped nations to get their societies and
economies on the right track, then we
will lose out as these markets open to
foreign business. If we do not increase
our exports, we will not be able to
maintain our standard of living. It is
that simple.

Let me touch briefly on a few of the
concerns I have with the bill. I am con-
fident that the chairman and the rank-
ing member will continue to work with
me and other Members to address the
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issues as we move through the process.
While I am appreciative of the efforts
that have been made to increase the
funding for international organizations
and programs account, more needs to
be done. The funding is highly lever-
aged in most cases by funding matches
from many other countries that share
these development and environmental
priorities.

I hope we can address this issue fur-
ther as we move through this process.
Otherwise, I worry that we may jeop-
ardize the very good work done by
many international organizations, in-
cluding those ably led by Americans.

Let me mention the consolidation of
the development assistance and eco-
nomic support fund into a single assist-
ance account. That dissolves the well-
established separation between those
two distinct aspects of U.S. economic
aid. I am worried this change makes
developmental assistance vulnerable,
especially in the event of emergencies,
to short-term pressures at the expense
of long-term goals.

I understand the chairman’s reasons
for including both the development
fund for Africa and the child’s survival
program in the new bilateral economic
assistance account. However, I trust
that as we move through the process,
every effort will be made to protect
these programs from any further reduc-
tions. It is critical that the funding for
these neediest individuals and the
neediest continent be preserved.

The cut of $28 million below the ad-
ministration’s request for voluntary
funding for the peacekeeping account
is also of concern. International peace-
keeping is a great way of leveraging
our defense expenditures and reducing
the exposure of our troops, while help-
ing to resolve conflicts of direct con-
cern to us. It is one of the most cost-ef-
fective methods of increasing capabili-
ties while sharing the burden in situa-
tions that demand our attention.

Mr. President, I want to again com-
mend the Senator from Colorado for
raising and discussing very eloquently
this very difficult and important
amendment. I also again want to com-
mend both the chairman and ranking
member of the subcommittee for their
efforts in crafting a bill under ex-
tremely difficult circumstances.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, we have

been trading back and forth. I have
committed to the Senator from Iowa. I
certainly will understand if the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio——

Mr. GLENN. That is all right.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank

him and thank him for his generosity
in allowing us to proceed. I yield now
to the Senator from Iowa such time as
he may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding me this time.

I am proud to join with my colleague,
Senator BROWN, in cosponsoring this
amendment to the foreign operations
bill. I think this amendment by Sen-
ator BROWN is the first step in moving
toward a stronger and more flexible re-
lationship with Pakistan, and I com-
mend the Senator for all of his work on
this important issue.

First, I will just say that some may
call this a pro-Pakistan amendment,
implying this is to help Pakistan and
nothing more. Quite frankly, I see this
as a pro-American amendment that
strengthens U.S. interests and objec-
tives in a vital region of the world.

I am sorry I was not able to be here
for some of the earlier statements that
were made, but I was here for most of
the comments made by my colleague
from Michigan. As I was listening, I
was jotting down some notes. I could
not help but think, as the Senator from
Michigan, my good friend, was speak-
ing, that the missile technology con-
trol regime only covers exports and im-
ports. It obviously does not cover mis-
siles developed in the country.

The question I was going to pose to
the Senator from Michigan when he
yielded the floor was whether or not
the Senator from Michigan would be
willing to extend these kinds of sanc-
tions to India, even though it is not
under the MTCR? We understand that.
But nonetheless, a duck by any other
name is still a duck, and when you are
talking about missile technology and
throw weight and whether or not you
have the capability of delivering cer-
tain types of weapons, then certainly
India has proceeded down that path.

MTCR, as we know, only covers im-
ports and exports, but when you are
talking about sanctions in terms of a
missile regime, I think you have to
look at it more broadly than that. So,
again, if you are going to have sanc-
tions, why not have sanctions on India,
too? I rather doubt the Senator would
be in favor of that.

But I say to my friend from Michigan
that I think—and I checked this; it has
been checked by staff with the State
Department—that the major flaw in
the argument of the Senator from
Michigan is this: If there are viola-
tions, would the MTCR prohibit only
all new licenses to Pakistan and China?
The items we are talking about here
were already licensed in the 1980’s.
These are old licenses, not new.

So my point is that even if MTCR
sanctions were imposed tomorrow, all
of these items could still go to either
Pakistan or to China.

So the Senator from Michigan made
an interesting statement, but it just
does not comport with the facts and
with what MTCR covers.

Mr. President, again, whether or not
this evidence exists, let me read here a
statement made by Secretary Warren
Christopher on July 28, 1995, this sum-
mer, to the National Press Club.

Here was the question:
Will the Clinton Administration order ad-

ditional sanctions against China for supply-
ing missile technology to Pakistan and Iran.

Secretary CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned in
my remarks, we are concerned about pro-
liferation issues, and we are certainly con-
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia.
We monitor it very carefully and very close-
ly.

At the present time, although there is a
fairly large body of evidence, we do not
think there is the evidence there that would
justify the imposition of sanctions. But I
want to assure all that we feel an obligation
to keep this matter carefully under review
and to follow and comply with the law in
this regard.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this statement appear at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN

CHRISTOPHER ON U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST IN
THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION, NATIONAL PRESS
CLUB, WASHINGTON, DC.
Question. Will the Clinton Administration

order additional sanctions against China for
supplying missile technology to Pakistan
and Iran?

Secretary CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned in
my remarks, we are concerned about pro-
liferation issues, and we are certainly con-
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia.
We monitor it very carefully and very close-
ly.

At the present time, although there is a
fairly large body of evidence, we do not
think there is the evidence there that would
justify the imposition of sanctions. But I
want to assure all that we feel an obligation
to keep this matter carefully under review
and to follow and comply with the law in
this regard.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again,
Secretary Christopher said, as late as
July 28, there was not enough evidence
that would justify the imposition of
sanctions.

That is really kind of what we are
talking about here. Again, my friend
from Michigan mentioned something in
his comments about the transfer of
missiles and missile technology. All I
can say is that the last paragraph of
the amendment is very clear and un-
equivocal. It says:

Nothing contained herein shall affect sanc-
tions for transfers of missile equipment or
technology required under section 11B of the
Export Administration Act of 1979 or section
73 of the Arms Export Control Act.

You cannot get much clearer than
that. Again, I think the Senator from
Michigan sort of raised a kind of straw
man here because, obviously, the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Colorado is explicit in its last
paragraph in saying that nothing here-
in shall violate the Arms Export Con-
trol Act.

Next, Mr. President, in case anybody
says, ‘‘Well, that was July 28 that Sec-
retary Christopher made those com-
ments,’’ I have a copy of a letter here
to the majority leader, Senator DOLE,
from Secretary Christopher, regarding
several issues, one of which is the issue
regarding Pakistan. Let me read this
paragraph that is in the letter dated
September 20:

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we
have seen in improving our relationship with
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Pakistan. We would support an amendment
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is in
our own interest, such as trade promotion,
counternarcotics assistance, and
counterterrorism programs. We also support
language that would allow for the return of
military equipment for which Pakistan has
already paid.

That is what is in the Brown amend-
ment.

To engage Pakistan on issues of concern to
us, including non-proliferation, it is essen-
tial to resolve this unfair situation.

That is dated September 20.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that that be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, September 20, 1995.

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: As the Senate begins
consideration of the FY 1996 Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations bill, I would like to
address several issues in the version of the
bill as reported by the full Appropriations
Committee.

At the outset I would like to thank Chair-
man McConnell and Senator Leahy for their
willingness to work with us and to include
priority initiatives such as a long-term ex-
tension of Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act (MEPFA) and a drawdown authority for
Jordan in the subcommittee mark. We would
oppose any amendments that would alter the
carefully negotiated language for either of
these initiatives. Also, we appreciate the
Subcommittee’s removal of objectionable
conditions adopted by the House on popu-
lation assistance and aid to Turkey, Haiti,
and Mexico. We hope to continue in this co-
operative fashion to produce a Foreign Oper-
ations bill that can be presented to the
President with bipartisan support.

Despite the favorable aspects of the legis-
lation, there are several items that are of
great concern to be Department of State.
The funding levels throughout the bill are
well below the President’s request level. The
Foreign Operations cuts, coupled with the
cuts being proposed to international pro-
grams in the Senate’s Commerce, Justice,
State Department Appropriations bill, rep-
resent a serious threat to America’s leader-
ship in international affairs.

The bill also contains numerous earmarks
and substantially restructures our foreign
aid accounts. We expect international agen-
cies to do their share in the effort to balance
the budget as the President’s budget plan
makes clear. However, we, the Administra-
tion, should have the flexibility to apply
funds to the programs that provide the best
results. Earmarks in our programs for the
New Independent States, International
Counternarcotics, and economic assistance
would prevent us from being able to respond
to the crises and unexpected requirements of
the post-Cold War world. Further, the pro-
portionality requirement in the new Eco-
nomic Assistance account restricts our abil-
ity to change the distribution of these funds
from year to year. We oppose these restric-
tions.

The bill also contains a number of objec-
tionable policy provisions. Retrictions on
our ability to contribute to the Korean En-
ergy Development Organization (KEDO)
would, in effect, prevent U.S. funding of
KEDO and greatly hinder, if not destroy, the
international effort to implement the Agreed
Framework. We oppose linking KEDO fund-
ing to substantial progress on North Korean/
South Korean dialogue. Imposing an artifi-
cial and unrealistic deadline on North/South

talks, which have taken years to progress,
will hold hostage the very funding that will
facilitate the progress we all so desire. We
remain convinced that the North/South dia-
logue will move forward substantially as a
result of the Agreed Framework and the cre-
ation of KEDO. Our failure to contribute to
KEDO will threaten its ability to meet its
obligations under the Framework and, con-
sequently, invite North Korean non-compli-
ance. The Agreed Framework is working.
North Korea has frozen its nuclear weapons
program. We need Congressional support for
KEDO to keep the freeze in place.

Regarding assistance to the New Independ-
ent States (NIS) and Russia, we have reached
a critical moment in the reform process.
Continued funding is essential. It can make
a major difference in whether reformers in
Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Moldova and
other states will be able to maintain momen-
tum, or the opponents of reform will halt the
development of democratic market societies.
We need to stay the course for this transi-
tional period, while normal trading and in-
vestment relationships develop in the former
Soviet states. We very much appreciate the
continued support we have received from the
Congress, and the Senate Appropriations
Committee in particular, for this critical ef-
fort, as reflected in this bill.

At the same time, however, we oppose new
conditions on assistance to the NIS. It is of
course tempting to withdraw our assistance
as punishment when we do not agree with
Russian actions or policies. But this would
be a mistake. This assistance is in our na-
tional interest. Cutting or restricting aid
would hurt reformers, the very people who
have protested the war in Chechnya, criti-
cized Russia’s proposed nuclear sale to Iran,
or insisted that Russia end cooperation with
Cuba. We urge you to remove such condi-
tions from this bill. Let me assure you that
we share your concerns about Russia’s poli-
cies in these areas; that is why we continue
to work on other fronts to stop the Russian
nuclear reactor sale to Iran and to prevent
completion of the Cuban reactor project.

We also urge you to restore the national
security waiver for the certification require-
ment on violations of territorial integrity,
which has been removed from the Senate
version of this bill. It is important that the
President retain the ability to determine
whether the national security of the United
States justifies a waiver of this requirement.
Moreover, removal of the waiver provision
could have unintended consequences, such as
prohibiting humanitarian assistance to the
victims of regional conflicts in countries
such as Armenia.

The language regarding restrictions on the
terminaiton of sanctions against Serbia and
Montenegro also reflects objectionable
House language carried over in the Senate
bill. The recent combination of NATO’s re-
solve and energetic United States leadership
on the diplomatic front has led to some en-
couraging opportunities for a negotiated set-
tlement to the conflict. To prematurely
close off any avenues that may lead to a dip-
lomatic settlement, including adjustments
to the sanctions regime against Serbia,
would complicate our efforts.

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we
have seen in improving our relationship with
Pakistan. We would support an amendment
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is in
our own interest, such as trade promotion,
counternarcotics assistance, and
counterterrorism programs. We also support
language that would allow for the return of
military equipment for which Pakistan has
already paid. To engage Pakistan on issues
of concern to us, including non-proliferation,
it is essential to resolve this unfair situa-
tion.

There remain other problematic issues in
the bill, but we are encouraged by the will-
ingness of the bill’s managers to work with
us, and we hope that these other issues can
be resolved on the Senate floor or in con-
ference.

Sincerely,
WARREN CHRISTOPHER

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, last, re-
garding the letters, in making the
point that the points of the Senator
from Michigan are not in keeping with
the views of the Secretary of State or
of this administration, let me also read
from a letter dated August 2 from the
Secretary of Defense, William Perry, to
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, Senator STROM THURMOND.
Again, I will read the first paragraph:

For the past six months, the Administra-
tion has wrestled with the difficult problem
of trying to build a stronger, more flexible
relationship with Pakistan—an important,
moderate Islamic democracy in a troubled
region which has been a long-time friend and
has become a major partner in peacekeeping
operations—while promoting the very impor-
tant nonproliferation goals of the Pressler
Amendment.

Then he went on in the letter to
point out basically what is in the
amendment and what the President
would support. And then Secretary
Perry says this:

While we recognize this is not a perfect so-
lution, it is, we believe, the course which
will best help us resolve a difficult problem
with a country which has long been a friend.
This is an effort to resolve issues involving
‘‘fairness’’ that have become a major irritant
in our relationship with Pakistan—it is in no
way an effort to resume a military supply re-
lationship. Meanwhile, our ability to work
with Pakistan to achieve nonproliferation
goals is eroding. The status quo, unfortu-
nately, offers few incentives for future co-
operation or restraint by Pakistan—or by
India, whose nuclear and missile programs
are also of concern. If we succeed in putting
this issue behind us, we will be in a better
position to engage Pakistan in a construc-
tive way on issues of concern to us, particu-
larly nonproliferation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this entire letter to Senator
STROM THURMOND, dated August 2, 1995,
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995.

Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: For the past six
months, the Administration has wrestled
with the difficult problem of trying to build
a stronger, more flexible relationship with
Pakistan—an important, moderate Islamic
democracy in a troubled region which has
been a long-term friend and has become a
major partner in peacekeeping operations—
while promoting the very important non-
proliferation goals of the Pressler Amend-
ment.

Based on a detailed review within the Ad-
ministration and consultations with Con-
gress, the President had decided to address
this matter on three fronts:

First, he strongly supports provisions al-
ready contained in the House and Senate
versions of the Foreign Aid Authorization
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bill that would permit us to resume eco-
nomic assistance and limited military assist-
ance affecting clear U.S. interests (including
assistance in peacekeeping,
counterterrrorism and counternarcotics as
well as IMET).

Second, the President has decided to seek
authority, as provided by an amendment to
be proposed by Senator Brown, that would
release approximately $370 million worth of
embargoed military equipment purchased by
Pakistan before the imposition of Pressler
sanctions. This authority would specifically
exclude the release of the F–16s. Among the
items that would be released are three P–3C
Orion maritime patrol aircraft, Harpoon
anti-ship missiles, counter-mortar radars,
howitzers, and support kits for F–16s and
Cobra helicopters already in the Pakistani
inventory. These items will not disturb the
conventional arms balance in South Asia
which overwhelmingly favors India.

Finally, the President has decided that,
rather than releasing the 28 F–16s to Paki-
stan, he will seek to sell them to a third
country and deposit the proceeds of any sale
in the Pakistan Trust Fund to reimburse, as
much as the sale permits, Pakistan’s invest-
ment in these aircraft.

While we recognize that this is not a per-
fect solution, it is, we believe, the course
which will best help us resolve a difficult
problem with a country which has long been
a friend. This is an effort to resolve issues in-
volving ‘‘fairness’’ that have become a major
irritant in our relationship with Pakistan—
it is in no way an effort to resume a military
supply relationship. Meanwhile, our ability
to work with Pakistan to achieve non-
proliferation goals is eroding. The status quo
unfortunately, offers few incentives for fu-
ture cooperation or restraint by Pakistan—
or by India, whose nuclear and missile pro-
grams are also of concern. If we succeed in
putting this issue behind us, we will be in a
better position to engage Pakistan in a con-
structive way on issues of concern to us, par-
ticularly nonproliferation.

The second aspect of this three-part ef-
fort—embodied in Senator Brown’s pending
amendment to provide authority to release
the embargoed Pakistan equipment other
than the F–16s—may be coming to a vote
very shortly. I urge you to support our ef-
forts to resolve this problem by supporting
Senator Brown’s amendment when it is of-
fered.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. PERRY.

PUTTING THE RELEASE OF EMBARGOED
PAKISTANI EQUIPMENT INTO PERSPECTIVE

The total package has a value of $368 mil-
lion—not $700 million as has been reported.

Although the P–3C Orion provides a long-
range offensive capability, three aircraft
would hardly disturb India’s nearly 2 to 1 ad-
vantage over Pakistan in naval systems:

It is claimed that the P–3s provide a ‘‘le-
thal stand off capability’’ against Indian
naval targets as far south as Cochin; how-
ever, it should be noted that because the
Pakistan Navy has no aircraft carriers (of
which the Indian Navy has two), the Paki-
stanis would be unable to provide fighters to
escort these slow aircraft when operating at
such a great distance from Karachi—thus
leaving them vulnerable to interception by
either land-based Indian Air Force fighters
or carrier based Indian Navy aircraft.

It is incorrect to say that the P–3C rep-
resent a new weapons system for the region
as the Indian Navy already has two squad-
rons of similar maritime patrol aircraft that
include five Il–38 (the Russian version of the
P–3) and eight Tu–142 Bear F aircraft. While
these aircraft do not have a system equiva-

lent to the Harpoon, they do have equipment
to locate submarines and are capable of
launching torpedoes.

The Indian Navy also possesses an anti-
ship missile, the Sea Eagle, which is similar
to the Harpoon. Although not capable of
being launched from the maritime patrol air-
craft mentioned above, the Indian Sea Eagles
can be carried on the Sea Harrier jets and the
Sea King helicopters which operate from In-
dia’s two aircraft carriers—thus giving the
Indian Navy a more formidable long-range
strike capability than that provided by three
P–3s.

C–NITE would enable Pack Cobra heli-
copters to launch TOW 2 anti-tank guided
missiles at night; however, these 19 heli-
copters, so equipped, would hardly offset In-
dia’s 2 to 1 advantage (by over 2000 tanks)
over Pakistan.

The Pakistani F–16s are already equipped
with the AN/ALR–69 radar warning receiver
and AN/ALQ–131 electronic counter measures
jamming equipment. These are defensive
rather than offensive systems. The ALR–69
alerts the pilot that a radar has ‘‘painted’’
his aircraft; the ALQ–131 electronically de-
flects the hostile missile. The ALR–69 and
ALQ–131 kits that would be released would
enhance the reliability of these systems
rather than provide any new military capa-
bility.

Since Pakistan has previously received
over 200 AIM–9L air-to-air missiles, the re-
lease of 360 more will not provide any new
capability. Furthermore, India will still
enjoy an almost 2 to 1 advantage in jet com-
bat aircraft over Pakistan to include a bet-
ter than 2 to 1 advantage in aircraft equiva-
lent to the Pakistani F–16s (i.e., MiG–29 and
Mirage 2000).

The 24 howitzers that would be released to
Pakistan are M198 155 mm towed howitzers.
Given the fact that the Indian Army has over
3000 towed artillery pieces (almost twice the
number in the Pakistani inventory), 24 more
will not make a significant difference. It
should be noted that during the nearly five
years that these howitzers were embargoed,
India acquired over 250 equivalent artillery
pieces from Czechoslovakia and Russia/
USSR.

In regard to MK–46 torpedoes, Pakistan
will receive parts that constitute less that
one operational MK–46.

As for the 2.75’’ rockets, these constitute a
resupply of ammunition for one of the weap-
ons systems on the Pakistani Cobra heli-
copters—they do not give Pakistan any new
capability.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wanted
to make those points up front to ade-
quately refute, I think, some of the
points made by my friend from Michi-
gan. This basically is, as the Senator
from Colorado has stated so many
times, a basic issue of fairness. Paki-
stan has been a long-time friend and
ally of the United States.

I know the hour is late, but I think it
is important that, once again, we re-
view a little bit of history so that we
do not kind of operate in a vacuum, as
though Pakistan was born yesterday,
or that somehow our relationship with
Pakistan just started.

This is a relationship that goes back
a long way. At the time of its inde-
pendence, in 1947, Pakistan made a con-
scious choice to promote friendship
with the United States rather than the
Soviet Union. The first Prime Minister
of Pakistan, Liaqat Ali Khan, chose to
undertake his first overseas visit to the

United States instead of to the Soviet
Union, despite efforts by Moscow to en-
tice him there. While in the United
States during 1950, the Prime Minister
explained to various American audi-
ences that the principles on which the
nation of Pakistan was based were as
compatible with the political, economi-
cal, and ideological goals of the United
States as they were incompatible with
communism. He expressed that it
would be the view of his government to
‘‘throw all its weight in the effort to
maintaining stability in Asia.’’

In a speech to this Congress, Prime
Minister Liaqat Ali Khan proclaimed
that ‘‘no threat or persuasion, no ma-
terial peril, or ideological allurement
could deflect Pakistan from its chosen
path of free democracy.’’

Pakistan lived up to its commit-
ments later on in June of 1950 when it
declared its unqualified support for the
United States in our war in Korea and
backed us in that war.

In 1954, they joined the Central Trea-
ty Organization. In 1955, they joined
SEATO. These two American-backed
alliances were aimed at the contain-
ment of communism and were very suc-
cessful. In 1959, our two countries
signed a Mutual Defense Treaty, which
is still operational today. So this is a
long history.

Again, some will say, well, Pakistan
has had military dictatorships and vio-
lations of human rights. Listen, I un-
derstand that. But I believe that the
freedom advocates in Pakistan have
been at it continually. They have been
assassinated and tortured, but they
continue to struggle for democratic
freedoms in that country. Those are
the ones about whom I spoke, not the
military dictators, not the repressive
forces in Pakistan, of which there are
more than just a few, but to those
brave people of Pakistan who, through
all of this, continue to struggle and to
fight and to maintain an adherence to
democracy. In 1960, Pakistan’s commit-
ment, its friendship to the United
States was put to a very severe test.

Again, in accordance with the Mu-
tual Defense Treaty, Pakistan allowed
us to set up some bases. One of them
was a base from which we flew our U–
2 flights over the Soviet Union and one
of those flights, as we all too sadly re-
member, was shot down by the Soviets.
Francis Gary Powers was the pilot. We
all know how the Soviets paraded him
as one of their trophies.

Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev
turned his ire on Pakistan because he
knew that is where the plane left from.
He threatened to use nuclear arms and
weapons against Pakistan. He boasted
that the City of Peshawar would be
wiped off the face of the earth because
that is where the base was. The former
Foreign Minister of Pakistan, in his re-
cently published account of the inci-
dent, describes the cool and confident
reaction of the then-President of Paki-
stan, who dismissed the Soviet threat
by saying, ‘‘So what?″
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Again, put yourself in that context.

Korean war, Mutual Defense Treaty,
allowing us to base our U–2 flights
here. They are bordering right on the
Soviet Union, and yet they stood by us.

Pakistan again came to the help of
the United States by helping to facili-
tate the crucial opening of American
relations with China. In 1970, then-Sec-
retary of State Henry Kissinger under-
took a secret visit to China from Paki-
stan. Thus, again, Pakistan served as
that vital bridge between the United
States and China. Again, it was critical
in the cold war to restrain the Soviet
Union.

Moscow began to speak of the Wash-
ington-Beijing-Islamabad axis. Again,
it was only Pakistan which bore the
brunt of Soviet anger when Moscow
signed the defense treaty with India,
and through a massive transfer of arms
as well as political support which en-
abled India to invade East Pakistan in
1971.

Regrettably, the United States stood
by even though we had a mutual de-
fense treaty with Pakistan at that
time.

In 1979, once again Pakistan’s friend-
ship with the United States was put to
a severe test when the Soviet Union in-
vaded Afghanistan. Over the next dec-
ade, Pakistan joined the United States
in helping to roll back Soviet com-
munism and expansion. It did so at
great cost. Not only, again, did the So-
viet Union threaten Pakistan with dire
consequences, but launched a campaign
of subversion and terror against Paki-
stan. The country experienced numer-
ous violations of its ground and air-
space, terrorist bombings, subversion.

To add to these problems, Pakistan
provided refuge to more than 3.2 mil-
lion Afghans at great political and eco-
nomic cost to itself. Think about that,
Mr. President: 3.2 million Afghans
sought refuge in Pakistan.

Pakistan continues to pay the price
for the role it played in the defeat of
the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. But
they stood by us and they helped. Iron-
ically, however, this successful co-
operation between Pakistan and the
United States was followed by the
worst period in their bilateral relations
with our country with the imposition
of the Pressler sanctions against Paki-
stan in 1990.

Even despite this development, Paki-
stan continued to seek friendly rela-
tions with the United States and came
to our assistance whenever we re-
quested. Pakistan made significant
troop contributions to the multi-
national forces during the gulf war to
liberate Kuwait. At the political level,
Pakistan not only condemned the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait but was instrumen-
tal in promoting the U.N. efforts for
the liberation of Kuwait.

Again, Pakistan took a lead role in
the peacekeeping operations in Soma-
lia, serving together with American
troops in that country. It was not the
first time that American and Pakistani
soldiers died together for the same
cause.

Again, at our request, Pakistan has
been at the forefront of contributing to
U.N. peacekeeping operations. Paki-
stan forces have been deployed for
peacekeeping purposes in Bosnia, Libe-
ria, Haiti. Pakistani troops were in
Haiti, helping us to restore democracy
to Haiti, Western Sahara, Mozambique,
Georgia.

Recently, the United States and
Pakistan have also joined hands in the
fight against terrorism and narcotics.
Recently, and in cooperation with
American personnel, Pakistan recently
apprehended Ramzi Yousaf for alleged
involvement in the World Trade Center
bomb blast, and Pakistan has extra-
dited over half a dozen drug barons to
the United States in our joint counter-
narcotics drive.

Again, Mr. President, I recite all
this. I know a lot of people know this
history, but maybe too many of us
have forgotten, and we have forgotten
what a close friend and ally Pakistan
has been.

Again, as a moderate democratic Is-
lamic country, Pakistan is the only
tried and trusted friend that we have in
that Islamic world. The recent visit of
Prime Minister Bhutto clearly dem-
onstrated that Pakistan’s commitment
to friendship with the United States re-
mains as strong as it was during the
cold war.

Mr. President, with this kind of his-
tory, for the life of me, I cannot under-
stand why we continue to treat that
country as we do. Again, I am only
talking again about fairness. Secretary
of State Christopher said that. It is an
issue of fairness. Secretary of Defense
Perry said it is a question of fairness
and a question of our relationships
with Pakistan.

Mr. President, again, neither India or
Pakistan are a party to the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty. I wish they
were. If I had an argument against
Pakistan, it would be that argument.
They ought to be a part of it. But so
should India. India cannot skate by on
this simply because they say they are
not importing and they are building
their own. They cannot skate by on
that kind of flimsy excuse.

Again, I do not think anyone here
would advocate unilateral disar-
mament on our part. Certainly, we
could not expect Pakistan to have a
unilateral disarmament on their part.

Again, I hope that both sides, India
and Pakistan, would agree to a regime
of peaceful relations and a downgrad-
ing of both of their military systems.
But we cannot expect Pakistan unilat-
erally to do that, not given the history
of that region.

I understand Pakistan is not a per-
fect country. But, again, what we are
doing is not fair. Absolutely not fair.

The Brown amendment moves United
States policy forward so that we can
work with Pakistan to tackle a lot of
problems: drug trafficking, inter-
national terrorism, peacekeeping, ille-
gal immigration. But, again, it also
strengthens a competitive position for

United States companies to do business
in Pakistan. So it advances our inter-
ests abroad.

Again, on the question of military
equipment, the Brown amendment is a
fair and responsible approach. A fair
and responsible approach. We should
not be charging Pakistan with the
storage of military equipment they
purchased that we did not release. It is
not fair. We should not be holding on
to military equipment that Pakistan
simply sent here for repair. It is not
fair. And we should not hold on to the
money and hold on to the equipment
that Pakistan has bought and paid for.
That, too, is unfair.

This issue has led to a steady erosion
of our relationship with Pakistan, an
old friend—a struggling democracy,
struggling, a very troubled part of the
world.

So in order to strengthen our part-
nership and advance American inter-
ests, it is essential to put this problem
behind us, wipe the slate clean and con-
centrate on the issue of nonprolifera-
tion, which is the intent of the Pressler
amendment.

The Brown amendment helps us do
just that.

Again, when you look at the equip-
ment that we are talking about, there
is nothing in here that is new. As I
said, these are items that were already
approved. These are not items that
would be covered under the missile
technology control regime.

I want to make that point one more
time to my friend from Michigan. Even
if the MTCR sanctions were imposed
tomorrow, all the items in the Brown
amendment could go because they had
already been approved under the old re-
gime.

Again, the Brown amendment is fair,
it is responsible, it is reasonable, it
will wipe the slate clean. I think it will
help promote democracy and the demo-
cratic forces that are struggling and
have struggled so hard in Pakistan. I
do not think it will do one iota in any
way to encourage any kind of nuclear
proliferation or technology of missiles
or anything else. As I said, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of
Defense have both said that the evi-
dence is not there in sufficient amount
to impose these kinds of sanctions.

So, again, I would just say that it is
in our best interests to adopt the
Brown amendment. That is why the ad-
ministration supports it so strongly.
That is why I support it. I believe we
have to get on with renewing our rela-
tionship with Pakistan, to wipe the
slate clean, to treat them fairly—not
unfairly.

If people want to talk about the
country that has, I think, pushed us to
the limits in terms of using nuclear de-
vices, testing nuclear weapons, and
building up nuclear arsenals, we ought
to be talking about India, not Paki-
stan. So I think this will get us back
on a more even keel and perhaps will
set us up in a regime where we can ac-
tually engage both India and Pakistan
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to begin a process of more peaceful re-
lations and negotiations leading to a
cooling down in that region of the
world and, perhaps, even a reduction in
the weapons in both India and Paki-
stan.

If we continue on the way we are
going, then I fear the hard line forces
in Pakistan, the antidemocratic forces,
are going to go to the forefront. I think
they are the ones who are going to be
able to say look, how can you trust the
United States? Here we have done all
these things for the United States over
all these years—we have supported
them, been their great friends, backed
them up, and they turned their back on
us.

If you want to push Pakistan, as
some of these people are saying, closer
to China, that is the way you do it. If
you defeat the Brown amendment you
will get just what you asked for. You
will get the more repressive forces in
Pakistan going along with the repres-
sive forces that are dominant in China
today, and then we really will have a
problem in South Asia.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the Brown amendment and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, before
the Senator from Iowa leaves, I want
to point out, he was questioning
whether we would have the guts to
sanction India. I point out to him that
we did sanction India under the MTCR.
We had United States sanctions im-
posed against India, the Indian space
research organization, and against
Russia, Glavcosmos, for the Russian
transfer of cryogenic rocket engines.
That was in 1992, I believe. So we did
actually have sanctions against India.

What we did was we cut the United
States exports of missiles for a 2-year
period, I believe it was. I do not have
the exact date it was put into effect—
yes, we do. This is out of the May 12,
1992 Washington Post, an article by R.
Geoffrey SMITH titled, ‘‘U.S. Imposes
Sanctions Against Russian-Indian Con-
cerns Over Rocket Deals.’’

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will
yield, that is true, but the sanctions
have since expired.

Mr. GLENN. They expired, but I
thought the point was we did not have
guts enough to assign sanctions
against India—but we did. We have
done it.

Mr. HARKIN. Again, we continued
the sanctions on Pakistan but let them
expire on India.

Mr. GLENN. The same sanctions ex-
pired on India. But, anyway, the issue
here is not the money, small amounts
of equipment and so on. The issue is:
Does the United States of America
have a nuclear nonproliferation policy
worthy of the name or not? That is ba-
sically what we are talking about. Do

we have one and are we willing to abide
by it? Or is it a sham? Is it only for
press conferences? Is it only for cam-
paign talk and little else? That is the
question.

Talk about trusting the United
States, let us talk about how much we
can trust other nations of the world
whom we try to help and work with.
We have felt strongly enough about our
nuclear stockpiles and what is going on
around the world that we have ex-
horted other nations to please sign up
under the nonproliferation treaty. At
the same time, we pledged that if a sit-
uation ever got to where we could start
working our stockpiles of nuclear
weapons down, vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union, we would do that. Fortunately,
at this day and time, after all these
years of cold war, we have reached that
point where we now are downsizing, as
we call it, our nuclear weapons stock-
piles. And we are all glad that is occur-
ring.

In the meantime we asked other na-
tions to sign up under the NPT, to sub-
mit to IAEA inspections. And we have
had 178 other nations that have put
their faith in the United States of
America, to follow our lead and say,
‘‘Yes, we trust you. And, yes, we will
go along, we will not develop nuclear
weapons in return for America’s co-
operation in peaceful uses of nuclear
energy.’’

Who is the most egregious violator of
all these things with regard to not
signing up, refusing to sign up under
the nonproliferation treaty, not co-
operating in matters nuclear, in fact
telling untruths, one right after the
other, one right after the other, on and
on and on and on and on? That is Paki-
stan.

I can appreciate very much the situa-
tion Pakistan finds itself in. Some
years ago China developed nuclear
weapons. They have been part of the
nuclear weapons scene across the world
for many years. India and China have
had border troubles, disputed terri-
tories. Both claimed certain areas up
along the border, and they have been
back and forth at each other for many,
many decades, going way back. So, as
soon as China developed nuclear weap-
ons, India felt they had to do the same
thing or they would not be safe. So
they set about a nuclear weapons de-
velopment program. In 1974 they set off
their first nuclear device. They called
it a PNE, a peaceful nuclear explosion.
OK, that is fine, they can call it what
they want, but a bomb is a bomb is a
bomb is a bomb, whether you call it a
peaceful bomb underground for test
purposes or whether it is a bomb that
is usable, an explosive device that will
go off somewhere else.

As a result of the Indian PNE, then
we had Pakistan swore they would get
the bomb one way or another, no mat-
ter what they had to do to do it. In fact
then Prime Minister Bhutto, the cur-
rent Prime Minister’s father, who later
died, said that, to quote his words,
Pakistan would ‘‘eat grass’’ if it was

necessary to get that nuclear capabil-
ity. They have been embarked on a nu-
clear weapons program ever since, even
though they have steadfastly denied it,
year after year after year after year.
And they have been untruthful to us.

I went to Pakistan, met personally
with President Zia back years ago,
with Yaqub Khan, who was foreign
minister, and their atomic energy com-
missioner at that time, met with all
these people, sat and talked to them
one on one, looked them right in the
eye, and they swore up and down they
had no nuclear program under way.
And I think they even knew at that
time that I knew that what they were
telling me was not true, even though
we had good intelligence information
at that time.

Let me just quote—I am going to put
some of this in the RECORD later on at
the end of my remarks, but let us bring
it up to date here with the present
Prime Minister, Benazir Bhutto. Listen
to some of her comments on this.
Going back when she was opposition
leader, Benazir Bhutto, shortly before
she became Prime Minister, the Wash-
ington Post quotes her as saying:

We don’t want any controversy with the
U.S. on the nuclear issue. We want it clear
beyond doubt that we are interested only in
energy, not nuclear weapons.

That was on November 19, 1988.
On November 28, 1988, once again op-

position leader Benazir Bhutto, inter-
viewed in Time Magazine, says:

We believe in a peaceful nuclear program
for energy purposes and nothing else.

Now Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto,
interviewed in the Calcutta Telegraph
on December 14, 1988—she is now Prime
Minister—is quoted as follows:

I can tell you with confidence there is no
bomb program in Pakistan. There is no bomb
program. There is no bomb program.

Later on Prime Minister Benazir
Bhutto, interviewed on MacNeil/Lehrer
on December 16, 1988:

We are committed to a peaceful energy
program. We don’t have any nuclear weapons
policy. Pakistan doesn’t have any intention
to get a nuclear device or a nuclear weapon.

Bring it on up a little bit. Prime Min-
ister Benazir Bhutto, once again ad-
dressing a joint session of the U.S. Con-
gress, on the other end of the Capitol
from us, when she came over here and
addressed us on June 7, 1989, said:

Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that
we do not possess nor do we intend to make
a nuclear device. That is our policy.

That was to the Congress of the Unit-
ed States.

July 10, 1989, Prime Minister Benazir
Bhutto:

Pakistan has not, nor do we have any in-
tention of putting together or making a
bomb or taking it to the point where you can
put it together.

Another one quoted by AFP on Au-
gust 29, 1989:

We do have the knowledge but I do think
there is a difference between knowledge and
capability. So we do have a knowledge, if
confronted with a threat to use, but we do
not in the absence of any threat intend to
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use that knowledge. In fact, as a matter of
policy, my government is firmly committed
to nonproliferation.

Then quoted in an interview in a Ger-
man newspaper, as quoted by Reuters,
on October 22, 1989:

It is true that Pakistan has certain knowl-
edge in the nuclear field but it has no inten-
tion of using this knowledge. To put it an-
other way, we do not want to convert this
knowledge into, shall we say, a nuclear capa-
bility at the present time.

And the last one that I will read here
out of a number of other examples I
could give was in 1994, last November,
November 18, 1994, being interviewed by
David Frost on PBS. Prime Minister
Benazir Bhutto:

We have neither detonated one nor have we
got nuclear weapons. Being a responsible
state and a state committed to nonprolifera-
tion, we in Pakistan through five successive
governments have taken a policy decision to
follow a peaceful nuclear program.

Well, at a later time I will ask to
enter these in the RECORD at the end of
my remarks. But those are examples of
some of the statements and there are
several dozen others here by various
Pakistani officials that go along the
same line.

Well, so much for the protestations
that they have made through the
years.

In 1987, Yaqub Khan, father of the
bomb in Pakistan as he is known, in an
interview, I believe it was in London,
made the mistake of saying that, yes,
they had the bomb. That was it, period.

MTCR was brought up a little while
ago as well as M–11’s. When we talked
to some of the people over at the White
House today, after I said, what if the
missile technology, MTCR, has been
violated? What would be the adminis-
tration’s policy? I was told by the per-
son I was talking to, not the President,
but I was told by the person I was talk-
ing to, ‘‘Well, if MTCR has been vio-
lated, we will abide by the law.’’

I hope they mean it. I wish they
would do the same thing with regard to
the Pressler amendment and with the
other legislation that we have had on
the books for a long time.

To understand how we arrived at this
difficult state of affairs with Pakistan,
in which they have paid $658 million in
cash and used $200 million in credits for
28 F–16’s but cannot have them deliv-
ered, I think we need to go back. I
think we need to review a little bit of
the history of Pakistan.

I would also add that $658 million in
cash and $200 million in credits comes
up to about $858 million that we are
talking about.

But to go back a little bit, in the
mid-1970’s, Congress became concerned
about increasing evidence of inter-
national nuclear trade in dangerous
technologies associated with producing
nuclear weapon materials.

A number of countries, including but
not limited to Pakistan, South Korea,
Brazil, Taiwan, were actively engaged
in seeking such technologies, and sup-
pliers such as France and Germany
seemed prepared to meet the demand.

Now, in an attempt to dampen such
activity, in 1976 and 1977, Congress en-
acted what is now called the Glenn–Sy-
mington amendment to the Foreign
Assistance Act which provided that
countries importing or exporting such
dangerous technologies under certain
conditions would be cut off from U.S.
economic and military assistance.

This law was universal in its applica-
tion. It was not directed specifically
toward Pakistan at all. Nonetheless, in
1979, after much information became
available about illegal Pakistani ac-
tivities involving the smuggling of de-
sign information and equipment relat-
ed to nuclear enrichment, President
Carter invoked the Glenn–Symington
amendment to cut off the Pakistanis.

After the war in Afghanistan broke
out, attempts by the Carter adminis-
tration to restore some assistance to
Pakistan in return for restraints on
their nuclear program were rebuffed by
the Pakistanis. When the Reagan ad-
ministration arrived, aid to Pakistan
and the mujaheddin was high up on the
administration’s foreign policy agenda.
At that time, they even suggested re-
peal of the Glenn–Symington amend-
ment. That was suggested during some
of the congressional consultations we
had with them. That was rejected.

Instead, a proposal was made and
adopted into law that allowed the
President to resume aid to Pakistan
for 6 years despite its violations of sec-
tion 669 of the Glenn–Symington
amendment which related to uranium
enrichment activities. President
Reagan used this authority in 1982 and
also issued a waiver under section 670
of the amendment. This related to re-
processing activities—to exempt Paki-
stan indefinitely from the cutoff provi-
sions of that section of the Glenn–Sy-
mington legislation as well.

Now, he could not do the same under
section 669 unless he had reliable assur-
ances that the Pakistanis were not de-
veloping nuclear weapons. And such as-
surances were clearly not available.

Thus, a specific waiver for Pakistan
was created and has been subsequently
renewed five times. That allowed them
to escape from the sanctions imposed
by United States law for proliferators.
This has been done for no other coun-
try that I am aware of. So anyone who
thinks we are being too harsh on Paki-
stan, poor little Pakistan, we have re-
newed that waiver on five different oc-
casions. Nonetheless, Congress was un-
willing to give a complete blank check
to Pakistan and stipulated in the waiv-
er legislation that Pakistan would still
be cut off if—if—it received or exploded
a nuclear device.

Now, in addition, Congress stipulated
that an annual report would be pro-
vided on Pakistan’s nuclear activities
so that Congress could confirm that
United States assistance was indeed in-
hibiting Pakistan’s bomb program as
was confidently assumed by Reagan ad-
ministration officials.

We have a number of statements that
they made at that time about what a

big thing this was going to be, and that
was the best thing to do to get the
Pakis to hold back on their bomb pro-
gram. So we required reports, and
those reports, along with supple-
mentary intelligence information, re-
vealed there was no effect whatsoever
on the pace or the direction of the Pak-
istani bomb program.

The Pakistanis continued to say pub-
licly they had no nuclear weapons pro-
gram and continually lied to United
States authorities whenever ques-
tioned. Indeed, then-President Zia and
then-head of the Pakistani atomic en-
ergy commission, Mir Khan, both lied
to me in my visit to Islamabad in 1984.
Lying is a harsh word, but I cannot put
any other word to it. That occurred
when I asked about information I had
concerning their nuclear program.

The result of all this mendacity, plus
ongoing information that the Paki-
stani program was progressing, was the
enactment of the Pressler amendment.
The Pressler amendment was passed in
1985, which was designed to draw a new
line in the sand regarding the extent of
United States forbearance over Paki-
stan’s nuclear weapons program.

The amendment required the United
President to certify annually that
Pakistan did not ‘‘possess,’’ in quotes—
‘‘possess,’’ key word—a nuclear explo-
sive device in order for assistance to
continue and that such assistance
would significantly reduce the risk
that Pakistan would possess such a de-
vice.

Please note that the argument about
the Pressler amendment being unfair
because it applies only to Pakistan is
completely disingenuous because it ig-
nores the fact that Pressler was cre-
ated to shape further the unique spe-
cial exemption from United States
nonproliferation law given to Pakistan
years earlier. If we had not had the
waiver, we would not have needed Pres-
sler.

It has been reported that CIA offi-
cials who were privy to intelligence in-
formation concerning the Pakistani
program were very skeptical beginning
from 1987 on that the President could
make the appropriate certifications
under Pressler to allow aid to continue;
in other words, to say with some cer-
tainty that they did not possess any
nuclear device and that our assistance
was significantly reducing the risk
that they would possess.

Statements from high-ranking Paki-
stani officials around this time sug-
gested they had the bomb within their
grasp. Nonetheless, President Reagan
in 1987 and 1988 and President Bush in
1989 made those certifications. It has
also been reported that President Bush
told the Pakistanis in 1989 that he
would be unable to make this certifi-
cation the next year in 1990.

Now, the contract for the sale of 28
F–16’s was signed in 1989, the year
Pakistan ostensibly had been warned
that there would be no further certifi-
cation that would allow them to re-
ceive military equipment from the
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United States. The first cash payment
by Pakistan of $50 million was made at
the beginning of fiscal year 1990. Subse-
quent to the cutoff, which came be-
cause of the Pressler amendment which
took affect in October 1990, Pakistan
continued to send periodic payments
for the manufacture of F–16’s. That is,
$150 million in fiscal 1991, $243 million
in fiscal 1992, $215 million in fiscal 1993,
for a total of $658 million.

Why did they continue to send money
when they knew that U.S. law would
not enable them to receive the planes?
That is a question only they can an-
swer. But it is not unlike an investor
buying a stock of a company whose as-
sets are under lien in the hope that the
lien will somehow be removed. If it
does not get removed, the investor can
hardly call foul.

All this is to say that the Pakis are
hardly entitled to any sympathy in
their national security plight in South
Asia. They fought three wars with a
much larger adversary, India, who is
pursuing a nuclear weapons program
and exploded a device in 1974. By virtue
of the India nuclear program being in-
digenous and not in violation of the
terms of the Glenn–Symington amend-
ment, the Indians have not been sub-
ject to the amendment sanctions,
which would not have been effective in
any case since the Indians received
only token amounts of economic or
military assistance from the United
States.

But that is not the same thing as
saying that United law is discrimina-
tory in its application. Now, I indi-
cated earlier we have 178 nations who
have signed up and extended the nu-
clear nonproliferation treaty, made it a
permanent treaty. It has been the pol-
icy of every American President over
the past 25 years since the treaty went
into effect to support the treaty, and
we have been steadfast in that support.

Now, the members of the treaty de-
serve our trust. We have to be deserv-
ing of that trust. They put their trust
in us.

Now, how will we be keeping faith
with those 178 nations meeting in New
York if the message that is sent is that
a proliferator with a history of men-
dacity can receive from the United
States a significant number of nuclear-
weapons-delivery systems, that is, F–
16’s. Well, to even ask the question is
to give the answer: The United States
cannot be a champion of nonprolifera-
tion on the one hand and a facilitator
of nuclear weapons development or de-
livery on the other.

Sending F–16’s to Pakistan before
full realization of the history we laid
out in this letter would indeed be a
gross violation of our commitment to
foster nonproliferation ethics in the
world through the NPT and other
means and would rightfully subject us
to strong international criticism.

I am certainly not an enemy of Paki-
stan. I visited there. I like the country.
I supported them when they were
threatened in the past, such as during

the war in Afghanistan. I want their
cooperation in the fight against terror-
ism and drugs. But surely we have to
find a way to support them in these ac-
tivities without enhancing their nu-
clear-weapons-delivery systems.

As to the cash payments for the F–
16’s, we cannot ignore the fact that,
contrary to the grossly incorrect pub-
lic statement made by Assistant Sec-
retary Robin Raphel at a White House
briefing on April 11, no payments were
made by Pakistan before fiscal 1990.
Sticking to the payment schedule of
the contract until fiscal 1993 was a
gamble by Pakistan that did not pay
off. Now they want to be held harmless
from losing their gamble.

Now, I want to get them their money
back, if we can possibly do it. It is per-
haps unfortunate that U.S. officials did
not disabuse the Pakistanis of the hope
that making those payments would put
pressure on the United States to re-
verse the Pressler sanctions and deliver
the planes. But that is no reason to
turn that hope into reality right now.

Mr. President, there have been a
number of milestones in the United
States-Pakistan nuclear relations. The
background of this arms transfer
scheme can be summarized by recalling
a sequence of some 10 milestones in the
history of our nonproliferation efforts
in Pakistan. I guess milestone 1 would
involve those waivers and favors.
Throughout the 1980’s, officials from
the executive branch assured Congress
and the American taxpayers that bil-
lions of dollars in aid that we shipped
to Pakistan throughout that decade
would shore up Pakistan’s security and
thereby act as a substantial break on
Pakistan’s nuclear program.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at the end of my remarks
a list of no less than 20 such assurances
to Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1).
Mr. GLENN. To get this aid to Paki-

stan, Congress had to create some spe-
cial waivers for the President to in-
voke, discriminatory waivers tailored
exclusively on Pakistan’s behalf. There
was a waiver of our uranium enrich-
ment sanctions on February 10, 1982,
just for Pakistan. There was a waiver
of our plutonium reprocessing sanc-
tions on the same day, February 10,
1982, just for Pakistan. There was an-
other waiver of our uranium enrich-
ment sanctions on January 15, 1988,
just for Pakistan. There was a waiver
of a nuclear procurement sanction on
the same day, January 15, 1988, just for
Pakistan.

There was a waiver of our uranium
enrichment sanctions on March 28,
1990, just for Pakistan.

There were waiver authorities of ura-
nium enrichment sanctions that Con-
gress created but which fortunately
were not exercised by the President on
November 5, 1990, October 6, 1992, and
September 30, 1993, once again, just for
Pakistan.

So much for the discrimination in
United States policy, as though we are
picking on Pakistan.

By this record, the United States has
unquestionably and shamelessly dis-
criminated on behalf of Pakistan where
American law was concerned. The next
time I hear much complaint about the
fact that the Pressler amendment only
refers to Pakistan, I can only wonder
what has happened to our memory
about these waivers and about our ap-
preciation for that history.

The future of this great Republic de-
pends upon our Nation’s ability to
learn from, not ignore, its experiences.
I am tired of discrimination—all dis-
crimination—but most especially dis-
crimination in favor of proliferation.
Of all the arguments that have been
levied against the Pressler amendment,
I have never heard anyone accuse it of
being in favor of proliferation. That is
more than I can say about the current
proposal.

Milestone 2, we title this ‘‘Those
Peaceful Nuclear Assurances.’’

Officials from Pakistan, meanwhile,
lost no effort in blanketing our Capital
with a blizzard of peaceful nuclear as-
surances. My staff assembled an im-
pressive collection of over 70 of these
promises, assurances, pledges and other
offerings intended to reassure America
that Pakistan was not just taking our
aid and proceeding with its bomb,
which is, of course, exactly what Paki-
stan was doing.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD at the end
of my remarks a collection of these as-
surances that was compiled by
Michelle Fraser, an intern with the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I recall

hearing the testimony of the State De-
partment’s Under Secretary James L.
Buckley before the Nonproliferation
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Governmental Affairs back on June 24,
1981. He stated:

I was assured by the ministers, I was as-
sured by the President himself that it was
not the intention of the Pakistani Govern-
ment to develop nuclear weapons.

Mr. Buckley went on to argue how
new United States aid would act to
curb Pakistan’s nuclear ambitions. Re-
call that at the time those remarks
were spoken, very few commentators
or analysts were claiming that Paki-
stan was a de facto nuclear weapons
state. Pakistan did not have bomb-
grade uranium from its unsafeguarded
enrichment plant at Kahuta. News re-
ports had not yet circulated that China
had provided a design of a nuclear
weapon to Pakistan along with other
nuclear assistance. We had seen vir-
tually nothing about Pakistan engag-
ing in high-explosive testing of compo-
nents of nuclear weapons.

Pakistan had no fleet of F–16 aircraft
which could potentially be used as a
delivery system for nuclear weapons.
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No, indeed, all the above came only
after or during the massive flow of aid
to Pakistan through the 1980’s.

Despite this record, we are hearing
today some of the same old recycled
arguments: Provide aid and it will buy
us influence. Some people just refuse to
believe that what Pakistan really
wants is both its bomb and our aid.

Milestone No. 3 we can title ‘‘Pro-
liferation Unbounded.’’ By the mid-
1980’s, the situation was really getting
out of hand. Everybody knew that
Pakistan’s bomb program was rolling
right along. This aid included substan-
tial quantities of military assistance,
even F–16 aircraft, that were quite
suitable for use in delivering nuclear
weapons.

To illustrate the scope of the
progress Pakistan was making on its
bomb as we continued providing aid,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD at the end
of my remarks a chronology showing
how bad the problem was.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the

record is thus quite clear. There was a
direct positive relationship between
the flow of United States aid and the
progress of Pakistan’s bomb program,
not the negative relationship that the
executive repeatedly assured Congress
would exist.

Milestone No. 4, ‘‘Congress Steps In.’’
By 1985, Congress justifiably had
enough. With the agreement of the ex-
ecutive and even the Pakistani Govern-
ment, we passed a law known as the
Pressler amendment to set some
ground rules to permit the resumption
of aid to Pakistan.

That is overlooked, as my colleague
Senator PRESSLER said on the floor
just a while ago; that the Pressler
amendment was supposed to set some
ground rules to permit resumption of
aid to Pakistan. First, Pakistan must
not possess a nuclear explosive device,
however; and second any new aid must
reduce significantly the risk that it
will possess such a device.

Note how far the current legislative
proposal departs from these responsible
standards. Not only does the proposal
call for resuming full economic aid and
significant new arms deliveries to
Pakistan despite its failure to satisfy
the nonpossession standard, but the aid
is supposed to be provided even if it has
no effect whatsoever upon reducing the
risk of Pakistan getting the bomb. For
those who truly care about non-
proliferation, this is truly a lose-lose
proposition. Where is the beef? There is
no beef.

This brings me to milestone 5, the
issue of the certifications that Paki-
stan did not possess the bomb. I guess
we could title milestone 5, ‘‘From Red
Line to Elastic Clause.’’

In the late 1980’s, Pakistan crossed
several additional red lines toward ac-
quiring the bomb. Even its top nuclear
scientists boasted in 1987 that Pakistan

already possessed the bomb, and some-
how Pakistan kept receiving its annual
certification that it did not possess. As
for the executive’s approach to the
word ‘‘possess’’ through that period, I
am reminded of a quote from a char-
acter in Lewis Carroll’s ‘‘Through the
Looking Glass:’’ ‘‘When I use a word,’’
Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scorn-
ful tone, ‘‘it means just what I choose
it to mean, neither more or less.’’

That is where we find ourselves in re-
gard to defining the word ‘‘possess.’’ It
can mean so many different things.

There comes a time when we need to
hold the line against the temptation of
our officials to redefine terms of law
for diplomatic convenience. As for the
possession standard, fate would soon
catch up with Pakistan.

Milestone 6, ‘‘A Nuclear Near Miss.’’
In the summer of 1990, Pakistan almost
engaged in a nuclear exchange with
India. If any of my colleagues are skep-
tical about the relevance of nuclear
weapons proliferation in South Asia to
United States national security, I
strongly recommend they read Sey-
mour Hersh, in an article published in
the New Yorker on March 29, 1993,
aptly entitled ‘‘On the Brink of Nu-
clear War: How Pakistan Came Close to
Dropping the Bomb—And How We
Helped Them Get It.’’

This article is, incidentally, also a
good candidate of the eccentricities of
our system for enforcing export con-
trols. The article describes a 1986 Unit-
ed States undercover operation to stop
yet another planned Pakistani pur-
chase of United States nuclear-related
material. According to Hersh:

The State Department’s Near East Bureau
was not told of the planned operation, for
fear that the officers there would tip off the
Pakistanis, as they had done in the past, by
sending a diplomatic protest (known as a de-
marche) to the Pakistani Government.

Though the operation ultimately led
to the highly publicized arrest of Mr.
Arshad Z. Pervez in July 1987 on
charges of trying illegally to buy 25
tons of special steel used in Pakistan’s
uranium enrichment program, it was
surely not due to much help from the
regional experts in the State Depart-
ment. In a statement related directly
to our subject today, one nonprolifera-
tion official told Hersh in the article
that.

‘‘The only thing we had going for us. . .was
the Pressler and Solarz amendments.’’

Such accounts of our export control
process only further reinforce my oppo-
sition to the scheme offered in the re-
cent State authorization bill to abolish
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and transfer all of its functions
to the State Department, in effect,
making State the new nonproliferation
czar.

Fortunately, there do appear to be
some individuals left in Government,
as indicated in the last quote, who
treat the Pressler amendment as a use-
ful tool rather than an obstacle to be
circumvented.

Milestone 7, ‘‘Judgment Day.’’ By Oc-
tober 1, 1990, even the State Depart-

ment lawyers had enough and finally
ran out of words to explain why Paki-
stan deserved its annual nuclear cer-
tification. President Bush decided not
to renew Pakistan’s nuclear meal tick-
et. The time had finally come for pro-
liferation to start costing something.

Milestone 8, ‘‘New Nuclear Assur-
ances, This Time to Congress.’’ Since
1990, representatives from both the
Bush and Clinton Administrations have
sought to repeal the Pressler amend-
ment—these representatives promised
Congress, in writing and repeatedly,
that even if the Pressler amendment
were repealed, rest assured, it would
remain the policy of the United States
to require Pakistan to satisfy the Pres-
sler standards. Furthermore, Congress
was assurred by the Executive that
when it came to licensing commercial
arms sales, we would never, never,
never approve any ‘‘upgrades’’ to exist-
ing military capabilities in Pakistan.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at
this point a few samples of these assur-
ances.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONDITIONS FOR RESUMING ECONOMIC AID TO
PAKISTAN: A HISTORICAL REVIEW OF EXECU-
TIVE BRANCH ASSURANCES TO CONGRESS

April 12, 1991: President Bush sends a letter
to Congress accompanying the Administra-
tion’s ‘‘International Cooperation Act of
1991’’—the letter acknowledges an intent to
repeal the Pressler Amendment, but reas-
sures Congress that: ‘‘I will continue to in-
sist on unambiguous specific steps by Paki-
stan in meeting nonproliferation standards,
including those specifically reflected in the
omitted language, known as the Pressler
Amendment. Satisfaction of the Pressler
standard will remain the essential basis for
exercising the national interest waiver that
is in the Administration’s proposal in order
to resume economic and military assistance
to Pakistan.’’

November 24, 1993: State Department
spokesman Michael McCurry says that: ‘‘. . .
as a matter of administration policy, we will
continue to apply Pressler standards’’ to
Pakistan.

November 25, 1993: Assistant Secretary of
State Wendy Sherman is quoted as having
said in a letter to Congress accompanying
the Clinton Administration’s new foreign as-
sistance bill that: ‘‘The absence of any coun-
try-specific language in this draft should not
be interpreted as constituting a change in
U.S. policy toward any country.’’

November 26, 1993: After the Clinton Ad-
ministration introduced its new foreign aid
legislation would repeal the Pressler Amend-
ment, the State Department issued the fol-
lowing statement: ‘‘Even if a new foreign as-
sistance act without specific language on
Pakistan were passed, we would continue to
apply Pressler standards to Pakistan.’’

November 30, 1993: State Department
spokeswoman, Christine Shelley, tells re-
porters that despite the Administration’s ef-
forts to drop the Pressler Amendment, ‘‘. . .
satisfaction of the Pressler standard will re-
main the essential basis for exercising any
national interest waiver and for resuming
economic and military assistance, including
any decision by the U.S. Government to sell
or transfer military technology to Pakistan
. . . What we have indicated is that Pakistan
would continue to be subject to sanctions
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along the lines of the Pressler amendment
under the administration’s new proposal.’’

Mr. GLENN. Just as the United
States expects Pakistan to comply
with its nuclear assurances, I think it
is fair for the Congress to insist on the
Executive honoring its own assurances
to Congress when it comes to imple-
menting our nuclear nonproliferation
policy.

Milestone 9, ‘‘Some Early Signs of
Restraint.’’ Although Pakistan’s bomb
program is no doubt continuing, and it
is indeed maintaining its nuclear and
missile cooperation with China, it may
have also acted to halt production of
highly-enriched uranium I would like
to inform my colleagues today that
this is the most significant restraint I
have seen in some 15 years in Paki-
stan’s nuclear program—the bad news
is that Pakistan’s bomb program has
not disappeared from the face of the
earth, the good news is that it is not
expanding as rapidly as we once
thought, and the news which most
Americans will probably be most grati-
fied to hear is that this first dem-
onstration of genuine nuclear restraint
by Pakistan did not cost the American
taxpayer a red cent—it is due entirely
to the effect of the Pressler amend-
ment. This is the law that detractors
continue to tar as having been ‘‘inef-
fective’’ or ‘‘inflexible.’’

Supporters of the Pressler amend-
ment make no apologies about stand-
ing up for this ‘‘inflexible’’ law. After
all, my dictionary defines this term as
follows, ‘‘. . . of an unyielding temper,
purpose, will, etc.’’ To supporters of
nonproliferation generally, the alter-
native of ‘‘passive accommodation’’ has
little attraction indeed. Thus we have
no quarrel with the charge that the
Pressler amendment has been inflexi-
ble. Let us be glad it has.

Unfortunately, this term is not quite
accurate, given the significant flexibil-
ity that the law has shown in recent
years to allow the following to occur in
spite of Pakistan’s continued viola-
tions of that law: First, the United
States still issues licenses to export
commercial munitions and spare parts
to Pakistan, including spares for Paki-
stan’s nuclear-weapon delivery vehicle,
the F–16; second, United States mili-
tary visits and joint training exercises
continue to take place; third, United
States aid with respect to agriculture,
counterterrorism, nutrition, popu-
lation control, literacy, advancement
of women, health and medicine, envi-
ronmental protection, disaster relief,
and many other areas can continue to
flow to Pakistan via nongovernmental
organizations; fourth, the Export-Im-
port Bank also has extended loans,
grants, and guarantees to Pakistan;
fifth, PL–480 agricultural aid contin-
ues; sixth, arms control verification as-
sistance continues (a seismic station);
seventh, millions of dollars of aid in
the ‘‘pipeline’’ as of October 1990 was
allowed to flow to Pakistan; eighth, co-
operation on peacekeeping is continu-
ing; and ninth, Pakistan continues to

receive billions of dollars in develop-
ment assistance via multilateral lend-
ing agencies.

Also under this so-called inflexible
law, Pakistan has used almost $200 mil-
lion in FMS credits to fund the pur-
chase of 11 F–16’s between fiscal years
1989 and 1993, of which about $150 mil-
lion were used after the Pressler sanc-
tions were invoked. And the United
States continues to review and license
exports of dual-use goods and tech-
nology to Pakistan.

Milestone 10, ‘‘Today’s Debate.’’
Which brings us here today: a mile-
stone of its own in the history of Unit-
ed States efforts to grapple with Paki-
stan’s bomb. It is not so much a mile-
stone as a crossroads—do we stand up
for a strong nonproliferation policy, or
do we tell Pakistan and the rest of the
world that proliferation pays, in a big
way?

Here we stand, debating a proposal
which I think is appropriate to call,
‘‘Operation Deja Vu’’—a scheme to
ship, under the false flags of ‘‘fairness’’
and helping out an old friend, several
more hundred million dollars of mili-
tary equipment to Pakistan. Who
knows, the argument goes, it may even
lead to some sentiment of good will
that may someday serve the cause of
nonproliferation. There never was a
better illustration a policy based on a
triumph of hope over experience, than
there has been with respect to United
States policies toward Pakistan’s
bomb.

Why in the world, given the chro-
nology I have just reviewed, should any
one Member of this August Chamber
believe for a single moment that the
delivery of this lethal military gear
will have any effect whatsoever on re-
straining Pakistan’s bomb program?
Why should we be unconditionally lift-
ing all economic sanctions on Paki-
stan? Has anybody really even consid-
ered the signal such a gesture would
send to proliferators around the world?

This gear that we would transfer
under this proposal is, by the way, not
only lethal, but it could well trigger a
regional arms race that would desta-
bilize the whole balance of power in
South Asia. The Indian government
has already said it would not simply
stand by and watch hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in new military gear
flow from the United States to Paki-
stan. We are talking about delivering
upgrades for Pakistan’s nuclear weap-
on delivery vehicles. Upgrades for
Cobra helicopters. Additional P–3 anti-
submarine aircraft. All kinds of tac-
tical missiles: Harpoons, AIMs, TOW’s,
and battlefield rockets. Over a quarter
billion dollars’ worth of such items. To
say the shipment of these goods will
have no political or military con-
sequences in South Asia is simply
wrong. But the proposal does not only
address new military transfers.

It is the unconditional lifting of eco-
nomic sanctions, also. The proposal
would also lift unconditionally all eco-
nomic sanctions against Pakistan

under the Pressler amendment, even
though Pakistan is still in violation of
that amendment. It seems reasonable
that before we rush off to provide Unit-
ed States Government guarantees for
private loans to Pakistan, we should
surely first take a close look at the po-
tential risks and costs that will be
borne by the American taxpayer who
will, under the current proposal, under-
write those hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in private United States invest-
ment in Pakistan—a country whose
once-impressive leading city is now
virtually off-limits to foreign visitors
because it has become a battleground
of urban terrorism. Editorials in Paki-
stani newspapers are themselves ask-
ing if Pakistan can survive in such a
climate of domestic unrest.

Economic aid might also not quite be
the peaceful activity that some might
believe it is. For years, our intelligence
experts have been aware of the poten-
tial role that economic assistance can
play in assisting a country to acquire
the bomb. Then-CIA Director James
Woolsey, for example, stated the fol-
lowing in a written reply to a question
after a hearing of the Governmental
Affairs Committee on February 24,
1993:

Loans and grants from both bilateral and
multilateral aid agencies free money for
Pakistan to spend on its nuclear program
. . . these untied funds helped finance civil-
ian imports, freeing an equivalent amount of
funds to spend on the nuclear program.

No, unconditionally lifting economic
sanctions on Pakistan is not a neutral
benign act. It is an action that con-
flicts with, rather than promotes, our
nonproliferation goals. Providing such
assistance will not give Pakistan a free
market. It surely does not have such a
market today. Indeed, the Heritage
Foundation recently issued a survey
called ‘‘The Index of Economic Free-
dom’’ which placed Pakistan’s market
in the category, ‘‘Mostly Not Free.’’ As
for foreign economic aid, here is what
the study had to say about past aid to
Pakistan:

Much of this aid has been squandered in
economically useless projects, and Pakistan
has been unwilling to adopt significant eco-
nomic reforms.

Yet proponents of lifting economic
sanctions still seem to believe—despite
both facts and reason to the contrary—
that this is a great idea. That it will
serve our economic interests. That it
will discourage proliferation.

All of this I feel is utter nonsense.
The aid will only inspire the flow of
American tax dollars out of the wallets
of U.S. citizens to a country deter-
mined to have both the bomb and U.S.
aid. I think that is the wrong course to
go.

Now to look at the F–16’s for a mo-
ment.

I have examined the list of items
that would be shipped off to Pakistan
under this proposal and find that it ac-
tually includes upgrades—that is right,
reliability upgrades—to the engines for
Pakistan’s F–16 nuclear weapon deliv-
ery vehicles. So here we are, waving
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our finger at Pakistan’s bomb program,
while bending over backward to assist
Pakistan directly to deliver such weap-
ons. With due respect to my colleague
from Colorado and to a few offices in
the Executive who support this
scheme, there is simply no justifica-
tion for such a transfer that serves our
nonproliferation interests. None.

I have heard it often said that basic
‘‘fairness’’ requires us to deliver this
equipment since Pakistan already
‘‘paid’’ for it.

What exactly did Pakistan actually
pay for? Pakistan surely did not pay
cash for all of these goods—a good part
of their purchases were financed by
United States taxpayers by means of
foreign military sales credits, many of
them, by the way were used well after
sanctions came into effect in October
1990. All of the P–3 aircraft that Paki-
stan wants to use for antisubmarine
operations, for example, had an FMF
funding source. In February 1994, I re-
gret to report, Pakistan engaged in
joint naval exercises with Iran—by at
least one account, P–3 aircraft were
used in those exercises. Why are we
even considering shipping antisub-
marine aircraft to a country that en-
gages in joint military exercises with a
terrorist state—not just any run-of-
the-mill terrorist state, but a terrorist
state that our own Secretary of State
has declared is pursuing a crash pro-
gram to acquire nuclear weapons?

The proposal would also upgrade
Pakistan’s Cobra helicopters—evi-
dently abandoning our current policy
of not upgrading Pakistan’s military
capabilities. This assistance too is
funded by FMF credits. How about tac-
tical missile systems? The Harpoon
antiship, TOW missiles, AIM–9L air-to-
air missiles, and 2.75-inch rockets in
this little package are also funded via
the FMF route—presumably these mis-
siles are not exclusively for peaceful
purposes, except perhaps by Pakistan’s
definition of the phrase.

Even many of the engine upgrades for
Pakistan’s F–16 nuclear weapon deliv-
ery vehicle were paid for using FMF
money. Eleven of the twenty-eight F–
16’s that Pakistan ordered, but which
could not be delivered due to Paki-
stan’s noncompliance with the Pressler
amendment, were financed with FMF
money. Recall that of the $199 million
available in FMF credits for the eleven
planes, Pakistan used only a quarter of
these credits by the time sanctions
were invoked in October 1990. They
used the remaining three-quarters
after sanctions were in place. As for
the remaining 17 planes, they were paid
for in cash—of these payments, how-
ever, over $600 million out of a total
$658 million were paid by Pakistan
after sanctions were invoked in Octo-
ber 1990. In short, they were paying for
planes they knew they were not quali-
fied to receive.

Besides the issue of money, why
should we help Pakistan to improve its
nuclear weapon delivery capability?
My staff has brought to my attention a

major study performed by Stanford
University’s distinguished Center for
International Security and Arms Con-
trol in 1991 entitled, ‘‘Assessing Ballis-
tic Missile Proliferation and Its Con-
trol.’’ Here is what the Stanford study
had to say about Pakistan’s F–16’s:

Pakistan is widely believed to have either
already developed nuclear warheads or to be
on the brink of acquiring them. Pakistani F–
16 aircraft could be effective nuclear-delivery
vehicles even if Pakistan’s nuclear warheads
are large and heavy.

Now that quote is significant enough
to leave little doubt about the capabili-
ties of this aircraft; indeed, they are
nuclear-capable in our own inventory.
But it is also interesting that at least
three officials of the current adminis-
tration, including Secretary of Defense
Perry, were listed as participants in
that study.

I am reminded also of a passage from
Seymour Hersh’s article in the March
1993 issue of the New Yorker. Writing
about the near nuclear war between
Pakistan and India in 1990, Hersh
writes:

The American intelligence community no-
ticed an intense increase in Pakistani radar
activity early in the year. Earlier reports
showed that the Pakistani Air Force, work-
ing closely with officials from Pakistan’s nu-
clear-weapons program, had stepped up its
F–16 training to practice what seemed to be
the dropping of a nuclear bomb. Further in-
telligence, from Germany, reported that the
Pakistanis had designed a nuclear warhead
that could be fitted under the wing of an F–
16, and that the design had gone through a
series of wind-tunnel tests. Pakistan was
also reported to have learned to program its
in-flight computer system to provide the cor-
rect flight path for a nuclear-bomb run.

I ask unanimous consent that several
quotes relating to Pakistan’s F–16’s be
printed at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 4.)
Mr. GLENN. So now we are discuss-

ing shipping over some more spare
parts for these nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles. Here is what Pakistan’s fed-
eral minister for defense production,
Mir Hazar Khan Bijarani, said in an
interview in 1992 concerning the var-
ious ways the Pressler amendment has
been interpreted with respect to Paki-
stan’s F–16’s:

We did face tremendous problems in ac-
quiring spare parts [for F–16’s] after the sus-
pension of U.S. military assistance, but now
we have overcome this problem as the Amer-
icans have lifted [the] ban on commercial
sales.

See how this works. First we relax
commercial sales of spare parts for
Pakistan’s nuclear weapon delivery ve-
hicles. And now, here we are debating
whether to provide on a government-
to-government basis some gear to up-
grade Pakistan’s nuclear weapon deliv-
ery vehicles.

Let us not be blind to what we are
proposing to do: after years of fighting
for nuclear nonproliferation, the Con-
gress under this proposal would put on
the statute books America’s first nu-

clear proliferation law. Rest assured, if
this proposal passes, America will not
be the only country with other nuclear
proliferation laws on their own books.
The race will be on to cash in on pro-
liferation, rather than to prevent it.
This is an extremely dangerous course
and one which the Congress should
summarily reject as contrary to the
national security interests of the
United States. It is an embarrassment
to this legislature even to be debating
this extremely ill-advised scheme.

WHAT IS FAIR?
I must come back to the basic ques-

tion: what exactly is fair? Is it fair for
Pakistan to have given the United
States solemn assurances that it pro-
ceeded to break with impunity?

Recently, Prime Minister Bhutto de-
clared during her recent visit to the
United States that Pakistan had kept
its contract with America. I will repeat
this: that Pakistan had kept its con-
tract with America.

Some of us might recall when Prime
Minister Bhutto addressed a joint ses-
sion of Congress back on June 7, 1989,
when the Prime Minister solemnly
stated the following:

Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that
we do not possess, nor do we intend to make
a nuclear device. [Extended applause.] That
is our policy.

Mr. President, that was Pakistan’s
contract with America. That is what
United States taxpayers were being
told about Pakistan’s bomb program.
It is that contract, I submit, that Paki-
stan has proven so utterly incapable of
fulfilling. Yet here we stand, debating
fairness. The absurdity of the proposal
that is the focus of this debate simply
defies description.

I read recently a statement from Mr.
John Malott, then the interim director
of the State Department’s South Asia
bureau, which appeared in an AFP wire
service report on May 16, 1993. Here is
what Mr. Malott had to say about the
fairness issue:

We kept our part of the bargain but Paki-
stan let us down by crossing the line in 1990
. . . we had promised Pakistan billions and
billions of dollars if that line was not
crossed.

So much for what is fair. Mr. Malott
put it exactly right: Pakistan broke its
contract with America. It is now pay-
ing a price that should only go up with
time, not down. To lower the price of
proliferation is to condone prolifera-
tion. That is not our policy. That is not
our domestic law. That is not at all
consistent with our solemn inter-
national treaty commitments. That is
how we should want other countries to
treat proliferants.

Mr. President, I want to restate very
briefly the theme I used in starting
out. This is not about fairness. We have
been fair. Pakistan has been unfair
with us.

The issue here is, are we serious
about nonproliferation in the world?
Are we a world leader in nonprolifera-
tion or are we not? Do we have a pro-
liferation policy or is it one that only
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comes out for press conference pur-
poses or at time of political cam-
paigns?

We took the lead in getting 178 na-
tions to sign the nonproliferation trea-
ty. They put their trust in us. They
also trusted that there would be sanc-
tions against people who were not will-
ing to cooperate, if they were egregious
violators of what we thought was right.

We have seen Pakistan be the most
egregious violator. We have seen them
be uncooperative with regard to nu-
clear matters. They have not joined
NPT. They have not gone by NPT
rules. They have violated every norm
of diplomatic behavior in telling us
things that were not true and that we
knew were not true. I do not think that
kind of mendacity should be rewarded
by sending the material that is pro-
posed by the amendment.

These have been nothing but
untruths told to us through the years,
over and over again. I will not read
those off again. It seems to me, if we
are to deserve the trust of the nations
that signed up under NPT and followed
our leadership, then I believe we must
refuse to approve this amendment. I
know the Senator from California will
have a proposal in the morning for a
substitute amendment and we will look
at it in the morning and see whether
we feel we can support it or not. But as
for the amendment we are debating to-
night, it is one I just cannot support
and I urge my colleagues not to sup-
port it.

EXHIBIT 1
U.S. AID POLICIES AND PAKISTAN’S BOMB:
WHAT WERE WE TRYING TO ACCOMPLISH?

Letters to Congress from Presidents
Reagan & Bush, 1985–1989, required under
Sec. 620E(e) of Foreign Assistance Act (Pres-
sler Amendment):

‘‘The proposed United States assistance
program for Pakistan remains extremely im-
portant in reducing the risk that Pakistan
will develop and ultimately possess such a
device. I am convinced that our security re-
lationship and assistance program are the
most effective means available for us to dis-
suade Pakistan from acquiring nuclear ex-
plosive devices. Our assistance program is
designed to help Pakistan address its sub-
stantial and legitimate security needs,
thereby reducing incentives and creating dis-
incentives for Pakistani acquisition of nu-
clear explosives.’’—President George Bush,
10/5/89; President Ronald Reagan, 11/18/89; 12/
17/87; 10/27/86; & 11/25/85.

President George Bush, letter to Congress
(addressed to J. Danforth Quayle as Presi-
dent of the Senate), 12 April 1991, urging
abandonment of Pressler certification re-
quirement:

‘‘. . . my intention is to send the strongest
possible message to Pakistan and other po-
tential proliferators that nonproliferation is
among the highest priorities of my Adminis-
tration’s foreign policy, irrespective of
whether such a policy is required by law.’’

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
Teresita Schaffer, testimony before House
subcommittee, 2 August 1989:

‘‘None of the F–16’s Pakistan already owns
or is about to purchase is configured for nu-
clear delivery . . . a Pakistan with a credible
conventional deterrent will be less moti-
vated to purchase a nuclear weapons capabil-
ity.’’

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Ar-
thur Hughes, testimony before House sub-
committee, 2 August 1989:

‘‘Finally, we believe that past and contin-
ued American support for Pakistan’s conven-
tional defense reduces the likelihood that
Pakistan will feel compelled to cross the nu-
clear threshold.’’

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Rob-
ert Peck, testimony before House sub-
committee, 17 February 1988:

‘‘We believe that the improvements in
Pakistan’s conventional military forces
made possible by U.S. assistance and the
U.S. security commitment our aid program
symbolizes have had a significant influence
on Pakistan’s decision to forego the acquisi-
tion of nuclear weapons.’’

Special Ambassador at Large Richard Ken-
nedy, testimony before two House sub-
committees, 22 October 1987:

‘‘We have made it clear that Pakistan
must show restraint in its nuclear program
if it expects us to continue providing secu-
rity assistance.’’

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Mur-
phy, testimony before Senate subcommittee,
18 March 1987:

‘‘Our assistance relationship is designed to
advance both our non-proliferation and our
strategic objectives relating to Afghanistan.
Development of a close and reliable security
partnership with Pakistan gives Pakistan an
alternative to nuclear weapons to meet its
legitimate security needs and strengthens
our influence on Pakistan’s nuclear decision
making. Shifting to a policy of threats and
public ultimata would in our view decrease,
not increase our ability to continue to make
a contribution to preventing a nuclear arms
race in South Asia. Undermining the credi-
bility of the security relationship with the
U.S. would itself create incentives for Paki-
stan to ignore our concerns and push forward
in the direction of nuclear weapons acquisi-
tion.’’

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State How-
ard Schaffer, testimony before House sub-
committee 6 February 1984:

‘‘The assistance program also contributes
to U.S. nuclear non-proliferation goals. We
believe strongly that a program of support
which enhances Pakistan’s sense of security
helps remove the principal underlying incen-
tive for the acquisition of a nuclear weapons
capability. The Government of Pakistan un-
derstands our deep concern over this issue.
We have made clear that the relationship be-
tween our two countries, and the program of
military and economic assistance on which
it rests, are ultimately inconsistent with
Pakistan’s development of a nuclear explo-
sive device. President Zia has stated publicly
that Pakistan will not manufacture a nu-
clear explosives device.’’

Special Ambassador at Large Richard Ken-
nedy, testimony before two House sub-
committees, 1 November 1983:

‘‘By helping friendly nations to address le-
gitimate security concerns, we seek to re-
duce incentives for the acquisition of nuclear
weapons. The provision of security assist-
ance and the sale of military equipment can
be major components of efforts along these
lines. Development of security ties to the
U.S. can strengthen a country’s confidence
in its ability to defend itself without nuclear
weapons. At the same time, the existence of
such a relationship enhances our credibility
when we seek to persuade that country to
forego [sic] nuclear arm. . .We believe that
strengthening Pakistan’s conventional mili-
tary capability serves a number of important
U.S. interests, including non-proliferation.
At the same time, we have made clear to the
government of Pakistan that efforts to ac-
quire nuclear explosives would jeopardize
our security assistance program.’’

Statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State Harry Marshall, 12 September 1983,
before International Nuclear Law Associa-
tion, San Francisco.

‘‘U.S. assistance has permitted Pakistan to
strengthen its conventional defensive capa-
bility. This serves to bolster its stability and
thus reduce its motivation for acquiring nu-
clear explosives.’’

President Ronald Reagan, Report to Con-
gress pursuant to Sec. 601 of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Act (‘‘601 Report’’), for cal-
endar year 1982:

‘‘Steps were taken to strengthen the U.S.
security relationship with Pakistan with the
objective of addressing that country’s secu-
rity needs and thereby reducing any motiva-
tion for acquiring nuclear explosives.’’

‘‘President Ronald Reagan, Report to Con-
gress pursuant to Sec. 601 of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Act (‘‘601 Report’’), for cal-
endar year 1981:

‘‘Military assistance by the United States
and the establishment of a new security rela-
tionship with Pakistan should help to coun-
terpart its possible motivations toward ac-
quiring nuclear weapons . . .Moreover, help
from the United States in strengthening
Pakistan’s conventional military capabili-
ties would offer the best available means for
counteracting possible motivations toward
acquiring nuclear weapons.’’

Assistant Secretary of State James Ma-
lone, address before Atomic Industrial
Forum, San Francisco, 1 December 1981:

‘‘We believe that this assistance—which is
in the strategic interest of the United
States—will make a significant contribution
to the well-being and security of Pakistan
and that it will be recognized as such by that
government. We also believe that, for this
reason, it offers the best prospect of deter-
ring the Pakistanis from proceeding with the
testing or acquisition of nuclear explosives.

Undersecretary of State James Buckley,
testimony before Senate Foreign Relations
committee, 12 November 1981:

‘‘We believe that a program of support
which provides Pakistan with a continuing
relationship with a significant security part-
ner and enhances its sense of security may
help remove the principal underlying incen-
tive for the acquisition of a nuclear weapons
capability. With such a relationship in place
we are hopeful that over time we will be able
to persuade Pakistan that the pursuit of a
weapons capability is neither necessary to
its security nor in its broader interest as an
important member of the world commu-
nity.’’

Testimony of Undersecretary of State
James Buckley, in response to question from
Sen. Glenn, Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, 12 November 1981, on effects of a nu-
clear detonation on continuation of cash
sales of F–16’s:

‘‘[Sen Glenn] . . . so if Pakistan detonates a
nuclear device before completion of the F–16
sale, will the administration cut off future
deliveries?

‘‘[Buckley] Again, Senator, we have under-
scored the fact that this would dramatically
affect the relationship. The cash sales are
part of that relationship. I cannot see draw-
ing lines between the impact in the case of a
direct cash sale versus a guaranteed or U.S.-
financed sale.’’

Undersecretary of State James Buckley,
letter to NY times, 25 July 1981:

‘‘In place of the ineffective sanctions on
Pakistan’s nuclear program imposed by the
past Administration, we hope to address
through conventional means the sources of
insecurity that prompt a nation like Paki-
stan to seek a nuclear capability in the first
place.’’
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EXHIBIT 2

PAKISTAN’S PEACEFUL NUCLEAR ASSURANCES:
1979–1995

‘‘[Pakistan’s government has] . . . sum-
marily rejected as false the charge that
Pakistan was developing its nuclear program
with assistance from or in partnership with
Libya or any other country.’’—Pakistani
Foreign Ministry Spokesman, NY Times, 4/9/
79.

‘‘Pakistan has not sought or obtained fi-
nancial assistance from Libya or any other
country for its nuclear program.’’—Pakistan
Embassy, Pakistan Affairs, 6/16/80.

‘‘Pakistan’s nuclear development pro-
gramme is solely for peaceful purposes and it
has no plans to make nuclear weapons.’’—
Qutubuddian Aziz, Pakistan Embassy in UK,
London Sunday Times, 2/1/81.

‘‘I was assured by the ministers, I was as-
sured by the President [Zia] himself that it
is not the intention of the Pakistani Govern-
ment to develop nuclear weapons.’’—Under
Secretary of State James Buckley, congres-
sional hearing, 6/24/81.

Senator JOHN GLENN. ‘‘. . . is it your view
that we should go ahead with the arms sale
to Pakistan without assurances that they
are not in a [nuclear] weapons production
mode?’’

Under Secretary BUCKLEY. ‘‘That assur-
ance was given . . . by the Pakistani govern-
ment.’’—Under Secretary of State James
Buckley, congressional hearing, 6/24/81.

‘‘I say that Pakistan’s nuclear technology
will not be given to any other nation. We
will work, we will borrow, and we will beg
for this technology. God willing we will
never pass it to any other nation.’’—Presi-
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, interview published in
Turkish Hurriyet, 11/25/81.

‘‘You know, Pakistan is engaged and will
strive to acquire nuclear technology for
peaceful purposes. But Pakistan has neither
the capability nor the intention of making
an atomic bomb . . . in no circumstances.’’—
President Zia-Ul-Haq, after meeting with
President Mitterrand, Reuters, 1/26/82.

‘‘We, too, are engaged in a nuclear pro-
gramme, with the sole aim of finding a via-
ble alternate to the traditional sources of en-
ergy, which are in scarce supply in Pakistan.
Despite our repeated assurances, however,
there has been an orchestrated campaign to
malign us by falsely attributing to our
peaceful programme a nonexistent military
dimension.’’—President Zia-Ul-Haq, address
at US National Press Club, 12/8/82.

‘‘The Pakistan side reiterated that Paki-
stan was not interested in the manufacture
or acquisition of nuclear weapons. . . . We
accept that the President of Pakistan is tell-
ing us the truth.’’—U.S. official, after meet-
ing between Presidents Zia and Reagan, NY
Times, 12/8/82.

‘‘[President Zia] . . . stated very emphati-
cally that it is not the intention of Pakistan
to develop nuclear weapons and that it is not
doing so.’’—Sen. Charles McC. Mathias,
Washington Post, 12/8/82.

‘‘. . . I would like to state once again, and
with all the emphasis at my command, if I
have that, that our on-going nuclear pro-
gramme has an exclusively peaceful dimen-
sion and that Pakistan has neither the
means nor, indeed, any desire to manufac-
ture a nuclear device. I thrust [sic] that this
distinguished gathering will take note of my
assurance, which is given in all sincerity and
with a full sense of responsibility.’’—Presi-
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, address before Foreign Pol-
icy Association, 12/9/82.

‘‘In our opinion, there is no such thing as
a peaceful [nuclear] device or a nonpeaceful
device. It’s like a sword. You can cut your
throat; you can save yourself. We are plan-
ning neither.’’—President Zia-Ul-Haq, Meet
the Press, 12/12/82.

‘‘. . . I hereby certify that I have reliable
assurances that Pakistan will not transfer
sensitive United States equipment, mate-
rials, or technology in violation of agree-
ments entered into under the Arms Export
Control Act to any communist country, or to
any country that receives arms from a com-
munist country.’’—President Ronald Reagan,
Presidential Determination 83–4, 1/3/83.

‘‘The Government of Pakistan understands
our deep concern over this issue [Pakistan’s
pursuit of nuclear weapons]. We have made
clear that the relationship between our two
countries, and the program of military and
economic assistance on which it rests, are
ultimately inconsistent with Pakistan’s de-
velopment of a nuclear explosives device.
President Zia has stated publicly that Paki-
stan will not manufacture a nuclear explo-
sives device.’’—Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State Howard Shaffer, congressional testi-
mony, 2/6/84.

‘‘I must make one thing absolutely clear:
contrary to the mischievous foreign propa-
ganda, no foreign country has given financial
or technical aid to us in this [nuclear] field
. . . The ‘Islamic bomb’ is a figment of the
Zionist mind . . .’’.—Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan,
Pakistan’s top nuclear scientist, interview
published 2/10/84.

‘‘Pakistan has stated time and again that
it has absolutely no intention of using nu-
clear technology for military purposes.’’—
President Zia-Ul-Haq, address on 7/10/84.

‘‘Pakistan does not deny that it has a re-
search and development program on uranium
enrichment at Kahuta. But it is of a modest
scale and is designed entirely for acquiring
technology to meet Pakistan’s future power
generation requirements based on light
water reactors . . . Pakistan has no team for
designing nuclear weapons . . . Pakistan has
never used Turkey as a channel for the im-
port of materials from French or West Ger-
man companies. Nor has it imported ura-
nium from Libya . . . It was established long
ago that Libya was not giving Pakistan any
assistance for its nuclear program. Simi-
larly, the allegation of Saudi help is also
without foundation. For its non-existent nu-
clear weapons program Pakistan has neither
sought nor has it received assistance from
China.’’—Information Division, Embassy of
Pakistan, July 1984.

‘‘We have repeatedly declared that our nu-
clear energy program has an exclusively
peaceful dimension and that we have no in-
tention of acquiring or manufacturing nu-
clear weapons . . . The allegation of any nu-
clear cooperation between Pakistan and
China has been rejected by both countries
. . .’’—Foreign Minister Sahabzada Yaqub
Kahn, Islamabad, 7/28/84.

‘‘We are now approaching the end of 1984,
but the dread explosion of imaginary Paki-
stani nuclear device is nowhere in sight.
What could be a more convincing proof of the
sincerity of Pakistan’s repeated assurances
that its program is not weapon-oriented?’’—
Iqbal Butt, Minister of Information, Em-
bassy of Pakistan, Washington Post, 8/30/84.

‘‘I have no fears at all that [American] aid
will be stopped. The relationship is based on
trust and I have said we are not building a
nuclear bomb.’’—President Zia-Ul-Haq,
interview with AP, 8/12/84. (Pakistan Affairs,
9/1/84).

‘‘As we have repeatedly stated, we have as-
surances from the Pakistani government
that its nuclear power program is entirely
peaceful in intent and that it does not seek
to acquire nuclear explosives of any kind.’’—
State Department spokesman John Hughes,
quoted by AP, 10/25/84.

‘‘We accepted President Zia-Ul-Haq’s cat-
egorical statement that Pakistan’s nuclear
program is devoted entirely to power genera-
tion.’’—US Ambassador at Large Richard
Kennedy, 11/2/84, in Pakistan Affairs, 12/1/85.

‘‘US officials say the letter [from President
Reagan to President Zia] warned Zia not to
process uranium at the controversial Kahuta
plant outside Islamabad beyond 5 per cent
enrichment . . . Zia’s letter [of reply] gave
assurances that Pakistan would respect the
new marker . . . Other markers previously
communicated to Pakistan include not test-
ing a bomb, not reprocessing plutonium . . .
not assembling a bomb, and not asking an-
other country to test a device on Pakistan’s
behalf . . .’’—Simon Henderson, London Fi-
nancial Times, 12/7/84.

‘‘. . . our [nuclear] programme is for our
own resources to be generated. It is not for
any atomic bomb or any other purpose.’’—
Prime Minister Mohammad Khan Junejo,
interview, 6/14/85.

‘‘The Government of Pakistan and its
President have repeatedly declared that
Pakistan would not produce nor acquire nu-
clear weapons, and that our research pro-
gramme is for purely peaceful purposes.’’—
Ali Arshad, Embassy of Pakistan in UK,
London Times, 9/27/85.

‘‘I take this opportunity to reaffirm Paki-
stan’s policy of developing nuclear energy
for peaceful purposes only and its irrev-
ocable commitment not to acquire nuclear
weapons or nuclear explosive devices. Paki-
stan has neither the capability nor the desire
to develop nuclear weapons.’’—President Zia-
Ul-Haq, Address before UN General Assem-
bly, 10/23/85.

‘‘As for the Kahuta laboratory, it has been
clarified time and again at the highest polit-
ical level that the modest exercise there in
uranium enrichment is on a research and de-
velopment scale. It is solely motivated by a
desire to achieve a degree of self-reliance in
the front end of the nuclear fuel cycle, that
is, a 3-percent enrichment of uranium.’’—
Leaflet from Information Division, Embassy
of Pakistan, October 1985.

‘‘Let me add here, Mr. Chairman, President
Zia has, in fact, given the most unequivocal
assurances on the question of a nuclear ex-
plosives program. He has stated there will be
no such explosives program completed and
that he understands fully the concerns which
we have expressed to him and respects those
concerns.’’—Ambassador Richard Kennedy,
congressional testimony on 4/10/86.

‘‘Dr. [Abdul Qadeer Khan] noted that
President Zia ul-Haq had made a commit-
ment to the U.S. not to enrich beyond 5 per
cent and said ‘‘we are keeping to it.’’—Simon
Henderson, interview with Dr. A.Q. Khan, Fi-
nancial Times, 7/16/86.

‘‘[Prime Minister Junejo reportedly
assures U.S. senators that Pakistan is] . . .
abiding by the guidelines’’ established by the
U.S. and specifically that Pakistan is keep-
ing components separate.’’—Don Oberdorfer,
Washington Post, 7/17/86. [Oberdorfer wrote
that Junejo appeared to be referring to Rea-
gan’s September 1984 letter asking Paki-
stan’s to limit its uranium enrichment level
at 5 percent, Oberdorfer added that ‘‘Earlier
U.S. messages to Pakistan reportedly in-
cluded a warning not to assemble compo-
nents in a way that would create a bomb.’’]

‘‘The prime minister [Junejo] confirmed
that Pakistan pledged in response to a 1984
letter from Reagan not to enrich uranium in
its nuclear facilities to a level higher than 5
percent.’’—Interview with Prime Minister
Mohammad Khan Junejo, Washington Post,
7/18/86.

‘‘Ours is a modest research programme. Its
aim is to acquire fuel production capability
for the reactors we need to meet our energy
requirements. I reiterate here that Pakistan
has no intention to produce nuclear weapons.
We do not posses the capability and the re-
sources.’’—Prime Minister Mohammad Khan
Junejo, Foreign Policy Association, 7/21/86.
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‘‘[On U.S. concerns about Pakistan’s bomb

program] This matter has been raised be-
tween us and the United States for the last
eight years. I have convinced them that we
are using nuclear energy only for peaceful
purposes.’’—President Zia-Ui-Haq, Interview,
8/23/86.

‘‘President Reagan in late 1984 told Paki-
stani President Mohammed Zia ul-Haq in a
top-secret letter that 5 percent would be the
highest enrichment level acceptable to the
United States.’’—Bob Woodward, Washington
Post, 11/4/86.

‘‘In an interview with the Post on July 18,
[Prime Minister] Junejo confirmed that
Pakistan had pledged, in response to a 1984
letter from Reagan, not to enrich uranium in
its nuclear facilities to a level higher than 5
percent.’’—Washington Post, 11/5/86.

‘‘Pakistan does not have and is not produc-
ing highly enriched uranium necessary for a
nuclear explosive device . . . the enrichment
level has remained well within limits of the
research and development program for
fuel.’’—Pakistani Foreign Secretary Abdul
Sattar, Washington Post, 11/5/86.

‘‘Pakistan has renounced for itself the
military use of nuclear energy and has used
this energy only in pecaeful fields.’’—Presi-
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, Interview, 1/29/87.

‘‘A Foreign Office spokesman said in
Islamabad today that Pakistan’s nuclear
program is of a peaceful nature and this fact
has been proved during the last 6 or 7
years.’’—Karachi Domestic Service radio
broadcast, 2/11/87.

Senator SASSER. ‘‘Have the Pakistanis
pledged not to continue illegal purchases of
nuclear equipment or technology from the
United States?’’

Ambassador RICHARD KENNEDY. ‘‘Yes sir,
they have indicated which this is something
which they understand is against the law and
we have brought to their attention the law
and its proscription.’’—Hearing, Senate Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, 2/25/87.

‘‘As I so often publicly stated, Pakistan’s
enrichment research is solely aimed at the
development of fuel-grade uranium for our
future power reactors. The Government of
Pakistan has made it abundantly clear that
it has no desire to produce nuclear weap-
ons.’’—Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan, Pakistan’s
top nuclear scientist, NY Times, 3/2/87.

‘‘The minister in charge for science and
technology, Mr. Wasim Sajjad, categorically
stated in the National Assembly today that
Pakistan does not possess an atomic bomb,
has no desire to have a bomb, and it cannot
afford to manufacture and atomic bomb.’’—
Karachi Overseas Service broadcast, 3/5/87.

‘‘No power on Earth can deter us from pur-
suing our peaceful nuclear program because
our conscience is clear and our aim is peace-
ful.’’—Pakistani Minister of State for For-
eign Affairs, Zain Noorani, AP, 3/9/87.

‘‘. . . we believe in nonproliferation, and
our nuclear research is, therefore, devoted
entirely to peaceful purposes . . . the presi-
dent and prime minister of Pakistan have re-
peatedly expressed their commitment to
nonproliferation . . .’’—Pakistani Ambas-
sador Jamsheed Marker, Washington Post, 3/
1/87.

‘‘We are not producing Atomic weapons
nor intend to do so, but we shall continue to
develop our nuclear capabilities for peaceful
purposes no matter whether any of our
friends likes it or not.’’—Pakistani Minister
of State for Foreign Affairs, Zain Noorani,
statement, 3/16/87.

‘‘. . . Pakistan has not enriched its ura-
nium above the normal grade level required
for peaceful purposes.’’—President Zai-Ul-
Haq, Time, 3/23/87.

‘‘Pakistan has neither the desire, nor the
intention, nor the capacity to develop a nu-
clear weapon . . . We have the ability to en-

rich uranium, but only below 5 percent, so it
can only be used for power generation.’’ [The
article continued: ‘‘Zia said he had made a
written commitment to President Reagan
that Pakistan would not embarrass the Unit-
ed States and he would not go back on this
gentleman’s agreement’’]—Pakistani Presi-
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, Interview in Defense Week,
4/6/87.

President ZIA. ‘‘We are honorable people,
and when President Reagan wrote this [a
certification in October 1986 that Pakistan
does not possess the bomb], I gave him my
assurances. When Prime Minister Junejo vis-
ited the United States of America early this,
last year, he gave him the same assurances.
And we will give him the assurances, with
the word, that Pakistan’s word is to be hon-
ored . . .’’

Mr. MCLAUGHIN. ‘‘. . . is it safe for him
[Reagan] to say that . . . by giving you the
aid, he is going to, in effect, discourage you
from moving on to develop the nuclear
bomb?’’

President ZIA. ‘‘According to the American
thinking, he is just, and perfect and cor-
rect.’’

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. ‘‘What about Pakistani
thinking?’’

President ZIA. ‘‘Exactly the same, because
we have no intention of developing a nuclear
device.’’

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. ‘‘How does it follow if he
gives you the aid you will be disinclined to
develop the bomb?’’

President ZIA. ‘‘Why do you want to have
a bomb? To ensure security, to create a de-
terrent, to have our own defensive means. If
we have it otherwise, why should Pakistan
indulge in the proliferation, against which
Pakistan on principle is opposed to?’’

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. [Asks if Pakistan is
building the bomb by just producing all the
components without assembling them.]

President ZIA. ‘‘Nonsense. False. Totally
false. When Pakistan does not have the in-
tention or the urge and desire to have a nu-
clear device, why should we have——

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. ‘‘Why is this develop-
ment going on?’’

President ZIA. ‘‘Our effort is only in the
technical field, for peaceful purposes. They
are just enriching uranium to a particular
degree. That’s all.’’—President Zia-Ul-Haq,
McLaughlin ‘‘One on One,’’ 6/15/87.

‘‘No agency of the [Pakistan] government
placed any order for this steel and no evi-
dence has so far been brought to our knowl-
edge that even any private company in Paki-
stan is responsible for this order.’’—Paki-
stani foreign office spokesman, commenting
about a recent US Customs sting operation,
UPI, 7/16/87.

‘‘. . . the Pakistan government has pro-
vided assurances both certainly in public as
well as in private that it is not enriching
[uranium] above 5 percent.’’—Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of State Robert Peck, congres-
sional testimony, 7/22/87.

‘‘Pakistan’s verifiable compliance with
[its] past commitments is vital to any fur-
ther United States military assistance.’’—
Text of S. Res. 266, passed the Senate by
unanimous consent on 7/31/87.

‘‘The time has come [for Pakistan] to
choose. If it wants to build nuclear weapons,
under US law, it cannot have US foreign as-
sistance. It is time for the Government of
Pakistan to take concrete action to bring its
nuclear program in line with its assur-
ances.’’—Sen. Robert Byrd, Congressional
Record, 7/31/87.

‘‘[In passing S. Res. 266 Congress was] . . .
simply calling upon the Government of Paki-
stan to make good on promises which it has
already extended in the past years.’’—Sen.
Gordon Humphrey, Congressional Record, 7/
31/87.

‘‘[America and Pakistan] . . . share an
overriding mutual interest that can best be
promoted by Pakistan’s decision to comply
with this own stated policy for peaceful nu-
clear development.’’—Sen. Bill Bradley, Con-
gressional Record 7/31/87.

‘‘Pakistan must be made to understand
that the United States is to keep its commit-
ments.’’—Sen. Claiborne Pell, Congressional
Record 7/31/87.

‘‘. . . It is essential at a minimum that our
allies, and especially the recipients of US
economic and military assistance, under-
stand that the United States expects reason-
able commitments concerning non-prolifera-
tion.’’—Sen. Jesse Helms, Congressional
Record 7/31/87.

‘‘Mr. Armacost [US Under Secretary of
State] also stressed the importance of Paki-
stan’s compliance, with their assurance not
to enrich uranium about the five percent
level.’’—State Department spokesman
Charles Redman, press briefing, 8/10/87.

‘‘We are enriching uranium in very small
quantities, meant only for peaceful pur-
poses.’’—Minister of State for Foreign Af-
fairs, Zain Noorani, interview on 8/27/87.

‘‘Pakistan, let me reiterate, is against the
spread of nuclear weapons in South Asia.’’—
Foreign Minister Yaqub Khan, speech in
Islamabad, 9/1/87.

‘‘The bogey of ‘the Islamic bomb’ was made
up in countries that mean harm to Islam and
Pakistan . . . We have neither the intention
nor the capability to produce a nuclear
weapon . . . Our [nuclear] technology has no
military dimension . . . we have stated many
times that we do not possess a bomb.’’—
President Zia-Ul-Haq, interview published on
10/3/87 Jordan.

‘‘I have said in that past that we are not
manufacturing a bomb. We are using nuclear
technology for peaceful purposes . . . [Paki-
stan and Turkey] are not cooperating on the
manufacture of a bomb. The Jewish lobby is
probably behind such reports.’’—President
Zia-Ul-Haq, interview published on 10/4/87 in
Turkey.

‘‘We gave [the United States nonprolifera-
tion] commitments at an earlier stage and as
an elected government I will only go fur-
ther’’ [if India gives commitments also].—
Prime Minister Mohammed Khan Junejo,
interview in Washington Post, 10/13/87.

Ambassador KENNEDY. ‘‘. . . Pakistan has
assured us that they were conducting their
[nuclear] program wholly for peaceful pur-
poses . . . they have told us that they are re-
nouncing nuclear explosives of any kind . . .
and as to their enrichment facility, they
have indicated that it is devoted to produc-
ing material at low enrichment levels for
peaceful purposes only . . . [and] they have
indicated that they would not undertake any
testing . . .’’

Mr. SOLARZ. ‘‘Have they also given us some
assurances that they are not and do no in-
tend to enrich uranium over the five percent
level?’’

Ambassador KENNEDY. ‘‘The president [Zia]
has stated that publicly . . .’’

Mr. SOLARZ. ‘‘I have the impression that
position is also being conveyed directly to
President Reagan by President Zia.’’

Ambassador KENNEDY. ‘‘The same kind of
statement . . .’’

Mr. WOLPE. ‘‘Are they not continuing to
enrich uranium beyond the 5-percent level
. . . In blatant violation of their own ex-
pressed explicit commitment to President
Reagan?’’

Ambassador KENNEDY. ‘‘That may well be,
and we are concerned about that, and it is
precisely because of that, we are exerting all
kinds of pressure on them.’’—Ambassador
Richard Kennedy, congressional testimony,
10/22/87.

‘‘Pakistan . . . is not for a nuclear device,
and I can assure you we will not embarrass
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the U.S. by suddenly producing one . . . The
truth is that we don’t have a device and we
are not building one . . .’’—President Zia-Ul-
Haq, interview published in Washington
Time, 11/16/87.

‘‘[Pakistan has neither] . . . the capability
nor the intention’’ to produce nuclear weap-
ons.—President Zia-Ul-Haq, interview pub-
lished in Wall Street Journal, 12/1/87.

‘‘In his interview . . . Zain Noorani reiter-
ated that Pakistan’s atomic program is to-
tally peaceful and its objective is to make
the country self reliant in energy resources
by 2000 AD.’’—Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs Zain Noorani, Islamabad Domestic
Service broadcast, 1/9/88.

‘‘I am aware of your abiding interest in
and strong commitment to, nuclear non-pro-
liferation. We share these concerns, for Paki-
stan has unequivocally committed itself to
nuclear non-proliferation.’’—Letter from
Pakistani Ambassador Jamsheed Marker to
Sen. John Glenn, 1/20/88.

‘‘The Pakistan government has not modi-
fied its position that its uranium enrichment
activities are strictly peaceful and that it
will not enrich uranium above the 5% level,
nor has it given any new assurances with re-
spect to its enrichment activities.’’—Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State Robert Peck,
congressional testimony, 2/17/88.

‘‘In August [1984], President Reagan draft-
ed a letter to Zia warning Pakistan not to
cross ‘the red line’ of enriching uranium
above 5 percent . . . the President’s letter,
sent on Sept. 12 . . . [warned] that if Zia
crossed the 5 percent ‘red line,’ he would face
unspecified ‘grave consequences.’ In Novem-
ber 1984 . . . President Zia gave written as-
surances to Reagan that the American limit
would be respected.’’—Hedrick Smith, ‘‘A
Bomb Ticks in Pakistan,’’ NY Times Maga-
zine, 3/16/88.

‘‘Perhaps the [US] effort was to stop us
from that enrichment program. Having seen
that Pakistan has gone and succeeded, the
best thing now is to enjoy and relax.’’ [Zia
reportedly also stated that Pakistan does
not have a nuclear weapon or a program to
build one.]—President Zia-Ul-Haq, interview
in Wall Street Journal, 4/26/88.

‘‘Pakistan’s commitment to nuclear non-
proliferation is firm and unwavering . . .
Pakistan does not possess nuclear weapons,
nor does it intend to possess them. We have
not carried out a nuclear explosion nor do we
intend to conduct one. Our nuclear pro-
gramme is emphatically peaceful in nature.
Indeed, we are firm in our resolve to keep
our area free from all nuclear weapons.’’—
Pakistan’s UN Ambassador S. Shah Nawaz,
address before UN General Assembly, 6/13/88.

‘‘Pakistan’s nuclear programs are peaceful
and do not represent a threat to any other
nation in the region. Pakistan has repeat-
edly declared, at the highest levels of our
government, that we do not possess, and
have no intention of developing, a nuclear
weapon.’’—Letter from Pakistani Ambas-
sador Jamsheed Marker to Sen. John Glenn,
8/4/88.

‘‘We don’t want any controversy [with the
US] on the nuclear issue . . . We want it clear
beyond doubt that we’re interested only in
energy, not nuclear weapons.’’—Opposition
leader Benazir Bhutto, Washington Post, 11/
19/88, shortly before becoming Prime Min-
ister.

‘‘We believe in a peaceful [nuclear] pro-
gram for energy purposes and nothing
else.’’—Opposition leader Benazir Bhutto,
interview in Time, 11/28/88.

‘‘I can tell you with confidence that there
is no bomb programme in Pakistan . . .
There is no bomb programme . . . there is no
bomb programme.’’—Prime Minister Benazir
Bhutto, interview in Calcutta Telegraph, 12/
14/88.

‘‘We’re committed to a peaceful energy
program. We don’t have any [nuclear] weap-
ons policy . . . Pakistan doesn’t have any in-
tention to get a nuclear device or a nuclear
weapon.’’—Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto,
interviewed on ‘‘McNeil/Lehrer,’’ 12/16/88.

‘‘Talking to a visiting American [congres-
sional] delegation . . . President Ghulam
Ishaq Khan stated categorically that Paki-
stan’s nuclear program was designed purely
for peaceful purposes and that Pakistan had
no intention to build or acquire nuclear
weapons.’’—Islamabad Domestic Services
broadcast, 1/16/89.

‘‘It is right to say that we are one of the
‘threshold’ states . . . We have deliberately
chosen not to take the final step, to build a
bomb and test it, because we don’t think it
is right.’’—Pakistani Ambassador Jamsheed
Marker, quoted in Washington Times, 2/8/89.

‘‘We manufactured small reactors and built
nuclear power plants. However, we have
never considered this for military pur-
poses.’’—Minister of State for Defense
Ghulam Sarwar Cheema, in Istanbul
Hurriyet, 5/4/89.

‘‘The Pakistan delegate, Mr. Mirza Javed
Chauhan, told the [UN] Disarmament Com-
mission that Pakistan does not possess nu-
clear weapons, nor does it have any inten-
tion to do so.’’—Islamabad Domestic Service
broadcast, 5/10/89.

‘‘Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that
we do not possess nor do we intend to make
a nuclear device. That is our policy.’’—Prime
Minister Benazir Bhutto, address before
Joint Session of US Congress, 6/7/89.

‘‘. . . Bhutto promised during her visit
that Pakistan will not produce ‘weapons-
grade uranium’ . . . or take the final step to
assemble a nuclear device.’’—Washington
Post, 6/15/89.

‘‘Pakistan has not, nor do we have any in-
tention of putting together or making, a
bomb, or taking it to the point where you
can put it together.’’—Prime Minister
Benazir Bhutto, New York Times, 7/10/89.

‘‘Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto
on Sunday flatly denied speculation that her
country is developing nuclear weapons. She
said in an interview with a British television
network that Pakistan will never possess
such weapons in the future.’’—Reported by
Kyodo News Service, 7/10/89.

‘‘We do have the knowledge but I think
there is a difference between knowledge and
capability . . . So we do have a knowledge, if
confronted with a threat, to use . . . But we
do not in the absence of any threat intend to
use that knowledge . . . In fact, as matter of
policy my government is firmly committed
to nonproliferation.’’—Prime Minister
Benazir Bhutto, quoted by AFP, 8/29/89.

‘‘It is true that Pakistan has certain
knowledge in the nuclear field but it has no
intention of using this knowledge . . . To put
it another way, we do not want to convert
this knowledge into—shall we say—a nuclear
capability at the present time.’’—Prime Min-
ister Benazir Bhutto, interview in Die Welt,
as quoted by Reuters, 10/22/89.

‘‘There was a [nuclear weapons] capability
in 1989 when the present Government came
to power, and that means we could have
moved forward in an unwise direction . . .
But we didn’t. Instead, we froze the pro-
gram.’’—Pakistani Foreign Secretary
Shahryar Khan, NY Times, 2/8/92.

‘‘We kept our part of the bargain but Paki-
stan let us down by crossing the line in 1990
. . . We had promised Pakistan billions and
billions of dollars if that line was not
crossed.’’—John Malott, interim director of
State Department South Asia Bureau, AFP,
5/16/93.

‘‘India is the nuclear delinquent in the re-
gion while Pakistan has always been exercis-
ing restraint . . . [Pakistan] does not possess

a nuclear explosive device and does not in-
tend to make one.’’—Pakistani Foreign Min-
ister Assef Ahmed Ali, quoted in AFP, 11/28/
93.

‘‘We are a very responsible country, and we
do not believe in the proliferation of nuclear
weapons.’’—Pakistani Foreign Minister
Assef Ahmed Ali, quoted in Washington
Times, 8/25/94.

‘‘I want to say categorically and finally
that Pakistan has not made nuclear weapons
. . . Pakistan does not intend to make nu-
clear weapons.’’—Pakistani Foreign Minister
Assef Ahmed Ali, quoted in New York Times,
8/25/94.

‘‘We have made a sovereign decision not to
produce nuclear weapons.’’—Munir Akram,
foreign ministry spokesman, Washington
Times, 8/25/94.

‘‘We have neither detonated one, nor have
we got nuclear weapons . . . being a respon-
sible state and a state committed to non-
proliferation, we in Pakistan, through five
successive governments have taken a policy
decision to follow a peaceful nuclear pro-
gram.’’—Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto,
interview with David Frost on PBS, 11/18/94.

‘‘. . . Pakistan has not acquired the [nu-
clear-capable] M–11 or any other missile
from China that violates the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime . . .’’.—Press Re-
lease, Information Division, Pakistan Em-
bassy, 7/27/95.

Senator BROWN. ‘‘Did we have an agree-
ment with the Pakistani government that in
return for the assistance we provided, that
they would not develop nuclear weapons?
Was that a condition for our cooperation
with them in the late 1980’s?’’

Assistant Secretary RAPHEL: ‘‘The short
answer to that is no. There was no such ex-
plicit agreement . . . there was no explicit
quid pro quo there.’’—Testimony of Assist-
ant Secretary of State Robin Raphel, South
Asia subcommittee of Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, 9/14/95.

EXHIBIT 3
FROM MYTH TO REALITY: EVIDENCE OF

PAKISTAN’S ‘‘NUCLEAR RESTRAINT’’
Early 1980’s—Multiple reports that Paki-

stan obtained a pre-tested, atomic bomb de-
sign from China.

Early 1980’s—Multiple reports that Paki-
stan obtained bomb-grade enriched uranium
from China.

1980—U.S. nuclear export control violation:
Reexport via Canada (components of invert-
ers used in gas centrifuge enrichment activi-
ties).

1981—U.S. nuclear export control violation:
New York, zirconium (nuclear fuel cladding
material).

1981—AP story cites contents of reported
U.S. State Department cable stating ‘‘We
have strong reason to believe that Pakistan
is seeking to develop a nuclear explosives ca-
pability . . . Pakistan is conducting a pro-
gram for the design and development of a
triggering package for nuclear explosive de-
vices.’’

1981—Publication of book, Islamic Bomb,
citing recent Pakistan efforts to contruct a
nuclear test site.

1982/3—Several European press reports in-
dicate that Pakistan was using Middle East-
ern intermediaries to acquire bomb parts (13-
inch ‘‘steel spheres’’ and ‘‘steel petal
shapes’’).

1983—Recently declassified U.S. govern-
ment assessment concludes that ‘‘There is
unambiguous evidence that Pakistan ac-
tively pursuing a nuclear weapons develop-
ment program . . . We believe the ultimate
application of the enriched uranium pro-
duced at Kahufa, which is unsafeguarded, is
clearly nuclear weapons.’’
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1984—President Zia states that Pakistan

has acquired a ‘‘very modest’’ uranium en-
richment capability for ‘‘nothing but peace-
ful purposes.’’

1984—President Reagan reportedly warns
Pakistan of ‘‘grave consequences’’ if it en-
riches uranium above 5%.

1985—ABC News reports that U.S. believes
Pakistan has ‘‘successfuly tested’’ a ‘‘firing
mechanism’’ of an atomic bomb by means of
a non-nuclear explosion, and that U.S.
Krytrons ‘‘have been acquired’’ by Pakistan.

1985—U.S. nuclear export control violation:
Texas, Krytrons (nuclear weapon triggers).

1985—U.S. nuclear export control violation:
U.S. cancelled license for export of flash x-
ray camera to Pakistan (nuclear weapon di-
agnostic uses) because of proliferation con-
cerns.

1985/6—Media cites production of highly en-
riched, bomb-grade uranium in violation of a
commitment to the U.S.

1986—Bob Woodward article in Washington
Post cites alleged DIA report saying Paki-
stan ‘‘detonated a high explosive test de-
velop between Sept. 18 and Sept. 21 as part of
its continuing efforts to build an implosion-
type nuclear weapon’’; says Pakistan has
produced uranium enriched to a 93.5% level.

1986—Press reports cite U.S. ‘‘Special Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate’’ concluding
that Pakistan had produced weapons-grade
material.

1986—Commenting on Pakistan’s nuclear
capability, General Zia tells interviewer, ‘‘It
is our right to obtain the technology. And
when we acquire this technology, the Islamic
world will possess it with us.’’

1986—Recently declassified memo to then-
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger states,
‘‘Despite strong U.S. concern, Pakistan con-
tinues to pursue a nuclear explosive capabil-
ity * * * If operated at its nominal capacity,
the Kahuta uranium enrichment plant could
produce enough weapons-grade material to
build several nuclear devices per year.’’

1987—U.S. nuclear export control violation:
Pennsylvania, maraging steel & beryllium
(used in centrifuge manufacture and bomb
components).

1987—London Financial Times reports U.S.
spy satellites have observed construction of
second uranium enrichment plant in Paki-
stan.

1987—Pakistan’s leading nuclear scientist
states in published interview that ‘‘what the
CIA has been saying about our possessing the
bomb is correct.’’

1987—West German official confirms that
nuclear equipment recently seized on way to
Pakistan was suitable for ‘‘at least 93% en-
richment’’ of uranium; blueprints of uranium
enrichment plant also seized in Switzerland.

1987—U.S. nuclear export control violation:
California, oscilloscopes, computer equip-
ment (useful in nuclear weapon R&D).

1987—According to photocopy of a reported
German foreign ministry memo published in
Paris in 1990, U.K. government official tells
German counterpart on European non-
proliferation working group that he was
‘‘convinced that Pakistan had ‘a few small’
nuclear weapons.’’

1988—President Reagan waives an aid cut-
off for Pakistan due to an export control vio-
lation; in his formal certification, he con-
firmed that ‘‘material, equipment, or tech-
nology covered by that provision was to be
used by Pakistan in the manufacture of a nu-
clear explosive device.’’

1988—Hedrick Smith article in New York
times reports U.S. government sources be-
lieve Pakistan has produced enough highly
enriched uranium for 4–6 bombs.

1988—President Zia tells Carnegie Endow-
ment delegation in interview that Pakistan
has attained a nuclear capability ‘‘that is
good enough to create an impression of de-
terrence.’’

1989—Multiple reports of Pakistan modify-
ing U.S,-supplied F–16 aircraft for nuclear
delivery purposes; wind tunnel tests cited in
document reportedly from West German in-
telligence service.

1989—Test launch of Hatf–2 missile: Pay-
load (500 kilograms) and range (300 kilo-
meters) meets ‘‘nuclear-capable’’ standard
under Missile Technology Control Regime.

1989—CIA Director Webster tells Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee hearing
that ‘‘Clearly Pakistan is engaged in devel-
oping a nuclear capability.’’

1989—Media claims that Pakistan acquired
tritium gas and tritium facility from West
Germany in mid-1980’s.

1989—ACDA unclassified report cites Chi-
nese assistance to missile program in Paki-
stan.

1989—U.K. press cites nuclear cooperation
between Pakistan and Iraq.

1989—Article in Nuclear Fuel states that
the United States has issued ‘‘about 100 spe-
cific communiques to the West German Gov-
ernment related to planned exports to the
Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission and its
affiliated organizations;’’ exports reportedly
included tritium and a tritium recovery fa-
cility.

1989—Article in Defense & Foreign Affairs
Weekly states ‘‘source close to the Pakistani
nuclear program have revealed that Paki-
stani scientists have now perfected detona-
tion mechanisms for a nuclear device.’’

1989—Reporting on a recent customs inves-
tigation, West German magazine Stern re-
ports, ‘‘since the beginning of the eighties
over 70 [West German] enterprises have sup-
plied sensitive goods to enterprises which for
years have been buying equipment for Paki-
stan’s ambitious nuclear weapons program.’’

1989—Gerard Smith, former U.S. diplomat
and senior arms control authority, claims
U.S. has turned a ‘‘blind eye’’ to prolifera-
tion developments in Pakistan and Israel.

1989—Senator Glenn delivers two lengthy
statements addressing Pakistan’s violations
of its uranium enrichment commitment to
the United States and the lack of progress on
nonproliferation issues from Prime Minister
Bhutto’s democratically elected government
after a year in office; Glenn concluded,
‘‘There simply must be a cost to non-compli-
ance—when a solemn nuclear pledge is vio-
lated, the solution surely does not lie in
voiding the pledge.’’

1989–90—Reports of secret construction of
unsafeguarded nuclear research reactor;
components from Europe.

1990—U.S. News cites ‘‘western intelligence
sources’’ claiming Pakistan recently ‘‘cold-
tested’’ a nuclear device and is now building
a plutonium production reactor; article says
Pakistan is engaged in nuclear cooperation
with Iran.

1990—French magazine publishes photo of
West German government document citing
claim by U.K. official that British govern-
ment believes Pakistan already possesses ‘‘a
few small’’ nuclear weapons; cites Ambas-
sador Richard Kennedy claim to U.K. dip-
lomat that Pakistan has broken its pledge to
the U.S. not to enrich uranium over 5%.

1990—London Sunday Times cites growing
U.S. and Soviet concerns about Pakistani
nuclear program; paper claims F–16 aircraft
are being modified for nuclear delivery pur-
poses; claims U.S. spy satellites have ob-
served ‘‘heavily armed conveys’’ leaving
Pakistan uranium enrichment complex at
Kahuta and heading for military airfields.

1990—Pakistani biography of top nuclear
scientist (Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan and the Is-
lamic Bomb) claims U.S. showed ‘‘model’’ of
Pakistani bomb to visiting Pakistani dip-
lomat as part of unsuccessful nonprolifera-
tion effort.

1990—Defense & Foreign Affairs Weekly re-
ports ‘‘U.S. officials now believe that Paki-

stan has quite sufficient computing power in
country to run all the modeling necessary to
adequately verify the viability of the coun-
try’s nuclear weapons technology.’’

1990—Dr. A.Q. Khan, father of Pakistan’s
bomb, receives ‘‘Man of the Nation Award.’’

1990—Washington Post documents 3 recent
efforts by Pakistan to acquire special arc-
melting furnaces with nuclear and missile
applications.

1991—Wall Street Journal says Pakistan is
buying nuclear-capable M–11 missile from
China.

1991—Sen. Moynihan says in television
interview, ‘‘Last July [1990] the Pakistanis
machined 6 nuclear warheads. And they’ve
still got them.’’

1991—Time quotes businessman, ‘‘BCCI is
functioning as the owners’ representative for
Pakistan’s nuclear-bomb project.’’

1992—Pakistani foreign secretary publicly
discusses Pakistan’s possession of ‘‘cores’’ of
nuclear devices.

EXHIBIT 4
ARE PAKISTAN’S F–16’S ‘‘NUCLEAR-CAPABLE’’?

IT DEPENDS ON WHO YOU ASK

William T. Pendley, Office of Assistant
Secretary of Defense/ISA, Letter to Sen.
Glenn on 13 April 1993:

‘‘Pakistan could . . . theoretically attach a
[nuclear] weapon and deliver it to a target
with their F–16s, or any other aircraft in
their inventory, if arming and fuzing proce-
dures were accomplished before takeoff, and
safety and placement accuracy were not con-
sidered.’’

Robert Gates, CIA Director, Testimony Be-
fore Senate Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee, 15 January 1992:

[Sen. Glenn]—‘‘How about delivery sys-
tems? Is there any evidence that Pakistan
converted F–16s for possible nuclear delivery
use?

[Gates]—‘‘We know that they are—or we
have information that suggests that they’re
clearly interested in enhancing the ability of
the F–16 to deliver weapons safely. But we
don’t really have—they don’t require those
changes, I don’t think, to deliver a weapon.
We could perhaps provide some additional
detail in a classified manner.’’

‘‘Assessing ballistic missile proliferation
and its control, ‘‘Report of Center for Inter-
national Security and Arms Control, Stan-
ford University, November 1991:

‘‘Pakistani F–16 aircraft could be effective
nuclear-delivery vehicles even if Pakistan’s
nuclear warheads are large and heavy.’’

‘‘Western intelligence sources’’ cited in
U.S. News & World Report, 12 February 1990:

‘‘The sources say Pakistan, in violation of
agreements with Washington, is busily con-
verting U.S.-supplied F–16 fighter planes—60
more are scheduled to be sent this year—into
potential nuclear-weapons carriers by outfit-
ting them with special structures attached
to the plane’s underwing carriage. The struc-
ture allows the mounting of a dummy under
one wing of the F–16 to balance the weight of
the bomb under the other wing.’’

Deptuy Assistant Secretary of Defense Ar-
thur Hughes, testimony before House Sub-
committee, 2 August 1989:

‘‘In order to deliver a nuclear device with
any reasonable degree of accuracy and safe-
ty, it first would be necessary to replace the
entire wiring package in the aircraft. In ad-
dition to building a weapons carriage mount,
one would also have to re-do the fire control
computer, the stores management system,
and mission computer software to allow the
weapon to be dopped accurately and to redis-
tribute weight and balance after release. We
believe this capability far exceeds the state
of the art in Pakisan and could only be ac-
complished with a major release of data and
industrial equipment from the U.S.’’ . . .
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[Rep. Solarz]—Now, in your testimony, Mr.

Hughes, I gather you’ve said that the F–16s
which we have already sold them are not nu-
clear capable?

[Hughes]—That’s right sir.
[Rep. Solarz]—And the planes we’re plan-

ning to sell will not be configured in such a
way that they could deliver nuclear ord-
nance?

[Hughes]—That’s right, Mr. Chairman.
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State

Teresita Schaffer, testimony before House
Subcommittee, 2 August 1989:

‘‘None of the F–16s Pakistan already owns
or is about to purchase is configured for nu-
clear delivery. Pakistan, moreover, will be
obligated by contract not to modify its new
acquisitions without the approval of the
United States.’’

Views attributed to German Intelligence
Agency (BND), in Der Spiegel, 24 July 1989:

‘‘The Pakistanis have secretly planned to
use the fighter aircraft as a delivery system
for their bomb. According to a report by the
Federal Intelligence Service (BND), relevant
tests have already been successfully con-
cluded. The BND has reported to the
Chancellor’s Office that, using an F–16
model, the Pakistanis have made wind tun-
nel tests and have designed to shell of the
bomb in a way that allows them to install it
underneath the wings. At the same time, the
detonating mechanism has been improved, so
that the weapons can now be used. . . Accord-
ing to the BND report, the Pakistanis long
ago found out how to program the F–16 on-
board computer to carry out the relevant
flight maneuvers in dropping the bomb. Ac-
cording to the report from Pullach [BND
headquarters], they also know how to make
the electronic contact between the aircraft
and the bomb.’’

Sen. John Glenn, letter to President Ron-
ald Reagan, 5 March 1987:

‘‘And I believe we should continue to try to
provide assistance to the Afghans. But if the
price that must now be paid is acceptance of
Pakistani nuclear weapons production along
with the continued provision of a ‘make in
the U.S.A.’ delivery system (F–16s), a com-
bination certain to ultimately erode the na-
tional security of the United States and
some of its closest allies, then the price is
too high.’’

Undersecretary of State James Buckley,
testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, 12 November 1981:

[Sen. Hayakawa]—‘‘Do the F–16’s provide
Pakistan with a delivery system for nuclear
devices?’’

[Buckley]—‘‘Yes, they would. But by the
same token, this is not the only aircraft that
would have that capability. My understand-
ing is that the Mirage III currently possessed
by Pakistan, would have the capability of de-
livering a small nuclear device.’’

E.F. Von Marbod, Director of Defense Se-
curity Assistance Agency, testimony before
two House Subcommittees, 16 September
1981:

[Solarz]—‘‘I gather the F–16’s are tech-
nically capable of carrying nuclear weapons.
Will the F–16’s supplied Pakistan be able to
carry nuclear weapons?’’

[Von Marbod]—‘‘Mr. Solarz, all nuclear ca-
pabilities will be deleted from these F–16’s.
All wiring to the pylons, all computer soft-
ware programs that manage the hardware
stores and all cockpit controls that are nu-
clear-related.’’

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter to the
President regarding the Pakistani situ-
ation that I sent on April 19 be printed
in the RECORD, and I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, April 19, 1995.
President WILLIAM CLINTON,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to ex-
press my concern about the direction of U.S.
nonproliferation policy in South Asia in the
wake of the visit last week of Prime Minister
Benazir Bhutto of Pakistan. Press reports
and commentary regarding her visit and the
joint press conference you held with her have
been singularly devoid of information on the
history of the Pressler Amendment, the ac-
tivities of Pakistan in the nuclear area, and
the circumstances surrounding the two 1989
contracts for the sale of F–16s. Without such
understanding, it is easy to conclude that an
injustice has been perpetrated upon Paki-
stan, and that to rectify it, a major adjust-
ment in our nonproliferation policy must be
made. The truth, however, is much more
complicated, and the problem does not lend
itself to easy resolution.

To understand how we have arrived at this
difficult state of affairs with Pakistan, in
which they have paid $658 million in cash
and used $200 million in credits for 28 F–16s
but cannot have them delivered, let us re-
view some history.

In the mid–70s, Congress became concerned
about increasing evidence of international
nuclear trade in dangerous technologies as-
sociated with producing nuclear weapon ma-
terials. A number of countries, including but
not limited to Pakistan, South Korea,
Brazil, and Taiwan were actively engaged in
seeking such technologies, and suppliers
such as France and Germany seemed pre-
pared to meet the demand. In an attempt to
dampen such activity, in 1976 and 1977, Con-
gress enacted what is now called the Glenn/
Symington amendment to the Foreign As-
sistance Act which provided that countries
importing or exporting such dangerous tech-
nologies under certain conditions would be
cut off from U.S. economic and military as-
sistance. This law was universal in its appli-
cation and was not directed specifically to-
ward Pakistan. Nonetheless, in 1979, after
much information became available about il-
legal Pakistani activities involving the
smuggling of design information and equip-
ment related to nuclear enrichment, Presi-
dent Carter invoked the Glenn/Symington
Amendment to cut off the Pakistanis. After
the war in Afghanistan broke out, attempts
by the Carter Administration to restore
some assistance to Pakistan in return for re-
straint on their nuclear program were
rebuffed by the Pakistanis.

When the Reagan Administration arrived,
aid to Pakistan and the Mujahideen was high
up on the administration’s foreign policy
agenda, and the repeal of the Glenn/Syming-
ton Amendment was suggested during Con-
gressional consultations. This was rejected.
Instead, a proposal was made and adopted
into law that allowed the President to re-
sume aid to Pakistan for six years despite its
violations of ‘‘Section 669’’ of the Glenn/Sy-
mington Amendment (relating the uranium
enrichment activities). President Reagan
used this authority in 1982 and also issued a
waiver under ‘‘Section 670’’ of the amend-
ment (relating to reprocessing activities) to
exempt Pakistan indefinitely from the cutoff
provisions of that section of the Glenn/Sy-
mington legislation as well/ (He could not do
the same under Section 669 unless he had
‘‘reliable assurances’’ that the Pakistanis
were not developing nuclear weapons, and
such assurances were clearly not available).

Thus, a specific waiver for Pakistan was cre-
ated (and has been subsequently renewed five
times) that allowed them to escape from the
sanctions imposed by U.S. law for
proliferators. This has been done for no other
country that I am aware of.

Nonetheless, Congress was unwilling to
give a complete blank check to Pakistan,
and stipulated in the waiver legislation that
Pakistan would still be cut off if it received
or exploded a nuclear device. In addition,
Congress stipulated that an annual report
would be provided on Pakistan’s nuclear ac-
tivities so that Congress could confirm that
U.S. assistance was indeed inhibiting Paki-
stan’s bomb program as was confidently as-
sumed by Reagan Administration officials.

Those reports, along with supplementary
intelligence information, revealed that there
was no effect whatsoever on the pace or di-
rection of the Pakistani bomb program. The
Pakistanis continued to say publicly that
they had no nuclear weapons program, and
continually lied to U.S. authorities whenever
questioned. Indeed, then-President Zia and
the then-head of the Pakistani Atomic En-
ergy Commission, Munir Khan, both lied di-
rectly to me during my visit to Islamabad in
1984 when I asked them about information I
had concerning their nuclear program.

The result of all this mendacity, plus ongo-
ing information that the Pakistani program
was progressing, was the enactment of the
Pressler Amendment, passed in 1985, which
was designed to draw a new line in the sand
regarding the extent of U.S. forbearance of
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program. The
amendment required the U.S. President to
certify annually that Pakistan did not ‘‘pos-
sess’’ a nuclear explosive device in order for
assistance to continue, and that such assist-
ance would ‘‘significantly reduce the risk’’
that Pakistan would possess such a device.
Please note that the argument about the
Pressler Amendment being unfair because it
applies only to Pakistan is completely dis-
ingenuous because it ignores the fact that
Pressler was created to shape further the
unique, special exemption from U.S. non-
proliferation law given to Pakistan years
earlier.

It has been reported that C.I.A. officials
who were privy to intelligence information
concerning the Pakistani program were
skeptical, beginning from 1987 on, that the
President could make the appropriate cer-
tifications under Pressler to allow aid to
continue. Statements from high ranking
Pakistani officials around this time sug-
gested that they had the bomb within their
grasp. Nonetheless, President Reagan in 1987
and 1988, and President Bush in 1989 made
those certifications. It has also been re-
ported that President Bush told the Paki-
stanis in 1989 that he would be unable to
make the certification in 1990.

Now, the contracts for the sale of 28 F–16s
was signed in 1989, the year Pakistan was os-
tensibly warned that there would be no fur-
ther certifications that would allow them to
receive military equipment from the United
States. The first cash payment (of $50 mil-
lion) was made at the beginning of FY 1990.
Subsequent to the cutoff, which took effect
in October, 1990, Pakistan continued to send
periodic payments for the manufacture of F–
16s, i.e., $150 million in FY 1991, $243 million
in FY 1992, and $215 million in FY 1993, for a
total of $658 million.

Why did they continue to send money
when U.S. law would not enable them to re-
ceive the planes? This is a question only
they can answer. But it is not unlike an in-
vestor buying the stock of a company whose
assets are under a lien in the hope that the
lien will somehow be removed. If it doesn’t
get removed, the investor can hardly call
‘‘foul’’.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 13968 September 20, 1995
All this is not to say that the Pakistanis

are not entitled to any sympathy in their na-
tional security plight in South Asia. They
have fought three wars with a much larger
adversary, India, who is also pursuing a nu-
clear weapons program and exploded a device
in 1974. By virtue of India’s nuclear program
being indigenous and therefore not in viola-
tion of the terms of the Glenn/Symington
Amendment, the Indians have not been sub-
ject to the amendment’s sanctions (which
would not have been effective in any case,
since the Indians received only token
amounts of economic or military assistance
from the U.S.). That is not the same thing as
saying that U.S. law is discriminatory in its
application.

As I write this, more than 170 nations are
meeting in New York to determine whether
and for how long to extend the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty. It has been the policy
of every American President over the past
twenty five years since the Treaty went into
effect to support the Treaty and we have
been steadfast in that support. As a result,
we have every right to ask, as you have done,
that the members of the Treaty vote for in-
definite extension. The NPT has been a suc-
cess because we have cooperated with those
Parties to the Treaty who have taken their
nonproliferation commitments seriously,
just as we are taking our own commitments
seriously by reducing our stockpiles of weap-
ons and engaging in a moratorium on test-
ing.

How will we be keeping faith with those
170+ nations meeting in New York if the
message we send is that a proliferator with a
history of mendacity can receive from the
United States a significant number of nu-
clear weapons delivery systems (F–16s)? To
ask the question is to give the answer.

The U.S. cannot be a champion of non-
proliferation on the one hand and a
facilitator of nuclear weapons development
or delivery on the other. To send F–16s to
Pakistan with full realization of the history
I have laid out in this letter would be a gross
violation of our commitment to foster a non-
proliferation ethic in the world through the
NPT and other means, and would rightfully
subject us to strong international criticism.

I am not an enemy of Pakistan, and I have
supported them when they have been threat-
ened in the past, such as during the war in
Afghanistan. And I, along with you, Mr.
President, want their cooperation in the
fight against terrorism and drugs. Surely we
ought to be able to find a way to support
them in these activities without giving them
a nuclear weapons delivery system. I am pre-
pared to discuss with you or your representa-
tives various options in which such support
might be provided without undermining our
nonproliferation standing and efforts around
the world.

As to the cash payments for the F–16s, we
cannot ignore the fact that, contrary to the
grossly incorrect public statement made by
Assistant Secretary Robin Raphel at a White
House briefing on April 11, no payments were
made by Pakistan before FY1990. Sticking to
the payment schedule of the contract until
FY1993 was a gamble by Pakistan that didn’t
pay off, and now they want to be held harm-
less from losing their gamble. It is perhaps
unfortunate that U.S. officials did not dis-
abuse the Pakistanis of the hope that mak-
ing those payments would put pressure on
the U.S. to reverse the Pressler sanctions
and deliver the planes, but that is no reason
to turn that hope into reality now.

In closing, Mr. President, I urge again that
in finding ways to improve our relations
with Pakistan, we not lose sight of the im-
portance of keeping good relations with the

nonproliferators of the world. They have a
large claim on our loyalty.

Sincerely,
JOHN GLENN,
Ranking Member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I defer to
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. GLENN. I thank my colleague
and I yield 10 minutes to the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Rhode Island is recog-
nized.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROVISIONS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would
like to briefly draw the attention of
my colleagues to the funding measures
that the foreign operations appropria-
tion bill recommends with regard to
our participation in important ongoing
international environmental efforts. In
particular, I wish to refer to the alloca-
tion of $50 million that have been ear-
marked for the Global Environment
Facility, commonly referred to as the
GEF. At the outset, let me highlight
that while this amount falls short of
the $110 million that the administra-
tion had requested, it represents a 66-
percent increase from the amount that
the House of Representatives had rec-
ommended. This important increase is
the result of the joint efforts of Demo-
crats and Republicans, who in a spirit
of bipartisanship joined their efforts to
increase funding for international envi-
ronmental activities.

Mr. President, the GEF was recently
restructured and now represents all the
good that can come out of sound inter-
national efforts on the environment.
The committee report that accom-
panies the foreign operations bill cor-
rectly emphasizes the need to maintain
U.S. leadership in this vital organiza-
tion, which seeks to combat ocean pol-
lution, ozone depletion, loss of
biodiversity, and other serious threats
to the Earth’s environment. Specifi-
cally, the GEF aims to assist develop-
ing countries in meeting the new chal-
lenges of sustainable development.

We are now at a time where the im-
pacts of global change are starting to
have significant effects on our environ-
ment and the United States just can-
not afford to relinquish its leadership
role. This point was highlighted in a
recent editorial piece in the New York
Times, which enumerated the mount-
ing evidence experts now have on the
depletion of the ozone layer and other
climate change factors. I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of this arti-
cle be included at the end of my re-
marks. We should not be reducing our
commitment to a healthy global envi-
ronment at such a critical time.

I also note that the Senate Appro-
priations Committee has increased
from the House bill the amount that
will be dedicated to international orga-
nizations and programs, which also in-
cludes U.S. efforts to promote sustain-
able development, and particularly the

protection of the global environment.
The United States has been an active
partner in the activities of the U.N.
Framework Convention on Climate
Change and the Montreal Protocol on
the Depletion of the Ozone Layer. The
administration has highlighted the fact
that the Montreal protocol fund is a
low-cost and very effective shield to
protect the health of our citizens and
our environment. The U.N. Framework
Convention on Climate Change address-
es the problem of climate change with
policies that are both good for the en-
vironment and good for the economy.
The committee report recognizes the
importance of these organizations and
programs and urges that adequate
funding be provided for these impor-
tant activities.

The need to protect biodiversity is
also highlighted as a priority and the
report recognizes that global biological
wealth is vital to U.S. security and key
to our own agricultural and pharma-
ceutical interests. The report thus
urges AID to remain active in regions
that are significant for biological di-
versity. I support that commitment.

Finally, the foreign operations bill
recognizes the key role played by the
U.N. Environment Programme [UNEP],
by requiring that any reduction in the
amounts made available for UNEP
shall not exceed the percentage by
which the total amount appropriated
for international operations and pro-
grams is reduced. UNEP provides a
means to pursue international environ-
mental standards that are both com-
patible with U.S. interests and com-
parable to U.S. regulatory require-
ments and restraints. Further, UNEP
goals are complementary to our own,
particularly in the area of climate
change and ozone depletion.

Mr. President, I am grateful for the
bipartisn approach that prevailed in
the Appropriations Committee which
has allowed us to ensure that the Unit-
ed States will remain committed in our
very important efforts to protect the
environment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
editorial from the New York Times on
that subject, and I yield the floor.

There being no objection, the articles
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 18, 1995]

GLOBAL WARMING HEATS UP

The evidence mounted last week that man-
made gases are causing deterioration of the
earth’s atmosphere. First came news that a
United Nations scientific panel believes it
has found, for the first time, evidence that
human activities are indeed causing a much-
debated warming of the globe. The report,
though preliminary, appeared to strengthen
the case that governments throughout the
world may need to take stronger action to
head off potential damage.

Then came an announcement from the
World Meteorological Organization that a
worrisome hole in the earth’s protective
ozone shield appears to be getting even larg-
er over Antarctica. Such enlargement had
been expected because it will take a while
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for corrective actions already taken by many
governments to exert their effect. But the
report underscored that the battle to save
the ozone layer is not yet safely won.

The U.N.’s global warming report, de-
scribed by William K. Stevens in the Sept. 10
Times, indicates that man-made global
warming is a real phenomenon. It can not be
dismissed as unproved ‘‘liberal claptrap,’’ as
Representative Dana Rohrabacher, Repub-
lican of California, who heads a house envi-
ronmental subcommittee, has derisively sug-
gested.

For years now scientists have been arguing
over whether the omission of ‘‘greenhouse
gases,’’ such as carbon dioxide generated by
the burning of fossil fuels, has contributed to
a small rise in global temperatures over the
past century—and whether such emissions
will drive temperatures even higher in com-
ing decades.

Such a change in temperature might, if
drastic enough, have serious consequences,
as is made clear today in a second article by
Mr. Stevens. Global warming could cause a
rise in sea level that would flood coastal low-
lands, an increase in weather extremes and
damage to forest and croplands in some re-
gions. Forestalling truly severe damage
might will warrant action to slow the emis-
sion of greenhouse gases by reducing the
world’s reliance on fossil fuels. But that
would be a wrenching, costly process that
few political leaders are eager to undertake
absent compelling evidence that human ac-
tivities really are driving world tempera-
tures toward dangerous levels.

Now the U.N’s Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change, the scientific panel charged
with analyzing the problem, has concluded in
a draft report that it is seeing signals that
man-made global warming is under way. The
signals are not in the form of a ‘‘smoking
gun.’’ Instead, they are found in computer
patterns. The computer models that predict
rising temperatures seem to be matching up
more closely with some of the patterns of
climate change actually observed. There are
great uncertainties in how much the tem-
perature will rise and how great any damage
might be. But the case for being concerned
about global warming is getting stronger.

That makes it especially distressing that
committees in the House and Senate are
slashing funds for programs aimed at pro-
tecting the global environment. Steep cuts
have been imposed on research to study glob-
al climate change, on programs to help re-
duce carbon emissions and on funds to help
developing countries phase out their ozone-
destroying chemicals. It is perverse that, as
the evidence of global atmospheric harm
gets somewhat stronger, the political re-
sponse to mitigating it gets progressively
weaker.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. President, I compliment the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio for his
very thoughtful comments. He has
been a very sincere and a tireless advo-
cate of the cause of nonproliferation,
and he has made a major contribution
not only to the United States effort in
that but to the worldwide efforts in
that. While we find ourselves on oppo-
site sides of this particular issue, I cer-
tainly want to indicate my admiration
for his tireless efforts and also my
thanks for the contribution he has
made to the debate tonight. I think it
has been helpful and constructive. I do
come to a different conclusion with re-

gard to the amendment, but that does
not mean I do not share his strong feel-
ings toward nonproliferation. I do.

The first portion of what has been
said that I want to deal with is the
very significant question: What is the
value, militarily, of the slightly more
than one-fourth of the package that
would be delivered under this amend-
ment. These are arms negotiated for in
1986 and 1987 and 1988. These are arms
that have aged somewhat, that are
somewhat out of date. But I thought
that was a valid question and an im-
portant one for our deliberations.

We held a series of hearings on this
whole matter, including one directed
specifically to that particular question;
that is: How significant are these weap-
ons? What kind of problems would they
create? How significant are they in
military terms?

I want to deal with the specifics of
the answers but let me just summarize.
The experts that we called in were both
Democrat and Republican, they were
both military personnel and personnel
from academia. They were both people
who had worked with India—we had the
former Ambassador to India as well as
other experts on India, consultants
who work with India all the time—and
there were experts who had worked in
Pakistan. So we had a broad range of
people, backgrounds, and issues. We
asked all of them the same question:
What is the effect on the balance of
power in the area?

They said this. First, that India
maintains the balance of power and
that it is militarily overwhelming,
roughly a ratio of 2 to 1, depending on
the category of weapons system. In
some areas the ratio is even more than
2 to 1. Certainly in population it is
much more than that. In overall re-
sources it is more than that.

Second, these experts said it would
not affect the balance of power at all.

Third, they said the weapons them-
selves are not terribly significant.

I have summarized what they said. I
want the RECORD to reflect precisely
what they said. But the military sig-
nificance of the items that would be
transferred to Pakistan is a valid ques-
tion. I think the Senator is right to
raise it. I wanted the Senator and
other Members of this Chamber to
know I was concerned about it, that we
called a hearing on it, that we got tes-
timony from all the experts including
the administration, all of which agreed
stated that the equipment to be trans-
ferred would have little military sig-
nificance.

I will just give a quick sampling of
the testimony taken because it lends
important background as Members
consider this particular question. How
significant are these arms that will be
delivered under this amendment? Here
is what Stephen Cohen, Director of
Program in Arms Control, Disar-
mament and International Security at
the University of Illinois, said:

In terms of the regional military balance,
I don’t think that the release of this mili-

tary . . . equipment really will have no sig-
nificant impact on the balance one way or
another.

Those remarks, sentiments, were
echoed by George Tanham. He was the
Vice President of the Rand Corp. I be-
lieve he is retired at this point, but
nevertheless is an important expert in
this area.

I agree with Steve that the package
won’t change the balance at all. In
fact, there is no balance now. India
dominates so strongly. They have
twice as large an army as Pakistan,
twice as large an air force, twice as
large a navy, twice as many tanks,
twice as many airplanes. So there isn’t
a balance at the moment. India has
overwhelming strength.

This one is from Michael Krepon. He
is the president of the Henry Stimson
Center.

Conventional arms transfers like those
under consideration by the Congress have
not in the past been sources of instability or
arms racing in the region.

This next one is by the Honorable
William Clark, Jr. He was the U.S. Am-
bassador to India during the period of
1989 to 1992.

We have got F–16’s that have been sitting
in the desert and being maintained. The P–3
and the Harpoon, three of them are margin-
ally useful, if at all, and they have been al-
ready. The requirement has been met in
other ways. From the politics of it, it is ter-
ribly important. The military utility of it,
they would rather buy more modern equip-
ment with the money.

What he is suggesting there is that if
the Pakistanis had the choice, they
probably could get better quality weap-
ons if we returned their money than if
we delivered the weapons. That is par-
ticularly important if, indeed, the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from California is offered with an al-
ternative to return the money.

This is from James Clad, professor at
Georgetown University.

The offer for Pakistan is exactly as Dr.
Tanham pointed out an equalizing hand in
trying to somehow correct the
subcontinental mismatch of conventional
weaponry capability and geographical re-
ality. I think another turn on a dime on this
issue is going to I think do further damage
to the American diplomacy.

Professor Clad’s ‘‘other turn’’ was re-
versing the President’s compromise
reached after negotiations with the
Pakistan government, which, of course,
is the amendment we have offered. If
we turn down the President after he
has negotiated a settlement, after he
has taken the lead and gotten an agree-
able settlement in this very sore situa-
tion, we not only discredit the Presi-
dent but we undercut his ability to ne-
gotiate for us in the future. Those are
my words, not Professor Clad’s, but I
think the point that he makes is very
accurate.

The last one is from Bruce Fein. He
is a constitutional and international
law specialist and also a syndicated
columnist.

It is true that they—

Referring to India—
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are searching at present for substantial addi-
tional arms purchases, hundreds of millions,
that I think would dwarf anything that
would follow any relaxation of the Pressler
amendment: very high technology MiG air-
craft.

I might say, Mr. President, that
nothing compares in this package to
anything that India is currently shop-
ping for, has the money to buy and ap-
parently will buy at some point.

Mr. President, those comments deal
as seriously as I know how to deal with
the question of how significant the
equipment that is transferred will be.
The experts tell us it is not significant
and, indeed, that is what the adminis-
tration tells me.

Now, that was not HANK BROWN talk-
ing. Those statements were given by
experts in the field in a public hearing
subject to the scrutiny and review of
the media and other experts. It is im-
portant because I must tell you my
own view is I do not want to get in-
volved in arms sales to the subconti-
nent that will create an escalating
arms race or that change in the bal-
ance in favor of one side or the other.
I want the United States to be friends
with both countries. We have a great
future of trade, investment and mutual
development with both India and Paki-
stan.

Ultimately, the people who have
tried to exploit the difference between
those two countries will be viewed with
hostility by both nations as well. Ulti-
mately, both of these neighbors will
face common challenges. They must be
friends and must work together. The
American sense that we do not want to
get in between the two is the right
sense. That is why it is so important to
clear up this contractual dispute after
9 years and get it out of our way. The
administration is right when they say
it is not their intention to get involved
in future arms sales.

That deals with the question of how
significant the one-fourth of the pack-
age that is being delivered is. A second
area that I thought maybe was worth-
while: Much has been made by my dis-
tinguished friends about the fact that
Pakistan did not reveal the full extent
of what they were doing with nuclear
material or other areas.

What perhaps was not said is what
India said about their nuclear program.
We are not dealing with a nation in iso-
lation. Pakistan’s neighbor, which is
geographically far bigger, has a much
greater population and a military that
is twice its size, also has nuclear weap-
ons. But all that has been criticized
here tonight are the statements and
denials of Pakistan. Nothing has been
said about the statements of India.

Now, it is in our interest as a country
to run down either country, but it is
unfair to turn a blind eye to what goes
on in that subcontinent. If we are to be
concerned about one country, we must
be concerned about the other. The re-
ality is that between the two coun-
tries, India and Pakistan, our legal re-
strictions apply to Pakistan but ex-
empt India.

Is this an inconsistent policy? Mr.
President, I believe it is. The waivers
that were talked about earlier simply
relate to Pakistan because the restric-
tions apply to Pakistan. The fact is
this: If we are concerned about nuclear
weapons, we ought to be concerned
about both India and Pakistan and our
laws ought to apply equally to both
countries.

Mr. President, they do not. If we are
concerned about statements countries
make about their nuclear weapons pro-
gram, we ought to be concerned about
statements by India as well as by Paki-
stan. Mr. President, we have not heard
that concern about India tonight. We
have only heard it about Pakistan.

If Members are concerned about vio-
lations of the MTCR—and I am—if they
are concerned and want to impose
sanctions, they ought to be doing what
the law says, which is to impose sanc-
tions not only in the country that buys
items that violate the MTCR but also
on the country that sells in violation.
We have had a lot of people talk about
applying penalties against Pakistan
under the MTCR. But who has come
forward to propose penalties against
China? Under MTCR, they are equally
at risk if, indeed, the allegations are
correct, but the reality is that all we
have heard are sanctions against Paki-
stan and none against China, or at
least the Members who have spoken
have not talked about China.

Mr. President, I yield myself an addi-
tional 10 minutes.

It seems to me, if we are going to be
consistent, we ought to apply our con-
cerns about nuclear technology to both
India and Pakistan. If we are concerned
about nuclear technology, we ought to
be willing to apply the laws that re-
strict its development and spread to
both India and Pakistan, not just to
one of the two. If we are concerned
about missiles and missile technology,
we ought to be willing to apply those
restrictions to both India and Paki-
stan. The fact is the MTCR does not
apply to missiles that are developed in-
country but they do apply to a country
that acquires them from outside.

Once again, we have drafted a law
that only applies in this case to Paki-
stan and not to India, at least in rela-
tion to the two countries.

Lastly, Mr. President, if we are going
to be consistent, we ought to talk
about penalties not just for Pakistan
if, indeed, they have violated the
MTCR, but for China as well. Yet what
we have heard tonight are slings and
arrows pointed only at Pakistan.

Well, that is perhaps appropriate in
some ways. This amendment does deal
with Pakistan. It is right for them to
bring these issues up. But from my
point of view, our level of consistency
ought to be higher than that.

Lastly, let me ask Members this: If
you were a reporter and you talked to
President Truman in 1944 and you said,
‘‘Mr. Truman, tell me whether or not
the United States has a nuclear weap-
on?’’ What do you think President Tru-

man would have said? Would he have
said, ‘‘Well, it’s a top military secret.
Its disclosure would harm our national
security. But I want to tell you anyway
and I’ll tell you all about it’’?

Does anybody here think President
Truman would have said that?

He was not President in 1944; he was
Vice President. But at least at that pe-
riod of time.

But the fact is, President Roosevelt—
later President Truman who led us in
the later 1940’s—did not reveal, to ques-
tions, that we had a nuclear weapon. It
was a matter of utmost national secu-
rity.

Should the Pakistanis have revealed
their national security secrets to us?
Well, maybe they should have. I can
understand Members’ frustration with
that. But I also understand this, India
has the nuclear weapons. And they had
them first. If anyone is shocked or sur-
prised that Pakistan, who has been in-
volved in three wars with India and
lost all three, would think about devel-
oping weapons comparable to the coun-
try that beat them in three wars, I
think they have not studied much of
world politics.

Is anyone surprised that Pakistan
sought to get missiles, if indeed they
have? I suspect they have sought to
find missiles. The fact is that India has
developed missiles. Is anybody sur-
prised that Pakistan then in turn
would try to acquire missiles? I am not
surprised. Do we wish this was not
going on? Absolutely. But our chal-
lenge ought to be to think of ways that
we can slow it down or stop it. That in-
volves additional leverage. To ignore
the situation, to close off our contacts
and our discourse with Pakistan is not
the way to solve the problem.

Mr. President, I offer these observa-
tions at the same time I want to renew
my sense that it is terribly important
that we pursue our efforts to slow pro-
liferation or stop it. What is at stake
here is solving an old dispute, and what
stays in place, what is unharmed or un-
changed is the flat prohibition on mili-
tary aid or sales to Pakistan. That is
unchanged. What stays in place is a
strong penalty against Pakistan who
has been our ally through thick and
thin. We keep that in place because we
want to keep a lesson out there for the
rest of the world that there is a pen-
alty.

But this amendment delivers a small
portion of the package of equipment
that Pakistan had contracted for 8 or 9
years ago, which they have paid for and
which is deemed to be militarily insig-
nificant by the experts, to them. Their
money on three-fourths of the package
is sent back to them, or at least inas-
much as we can sell those planes for
something and send it back. What we
do in this package is begin to deal fair-
ly with Pakistan. What we do not do is
undercut our efforts at nonprolifera-
tion. I believe in the long run we im-
prove those efforts.

Mr. President, I retain the remainder
of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, as I un-

derstood it, we cannot carry this time
over until tomorrow. The time has to
be used this evening.

We have 1 hour total equally divided.
Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would
be prepared to yield back the remain-
der of my time, if the Senator from
Colorado is prepared to do the same.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I also
would be happy to yield back the re-
mainder of my time for this evening.

Mr. President, at this point I will
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AID TO ISRAEL AND EGYPT

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of U.S. aid to our
strongest allies in the Middle East: Is-
rael and Egypt.

I believe foreign aid should be dis-
pensed only when and where it is in
America’s national interest, and H.R.
1868, the foreign operations, export fi-
nancing and related appropriations bill
of 1996, meets those criteria.

H.R. 1868 authorizes $3 billion for Is-
rael, including $1.8 billion in military
assistance and $1.2 billion in economic
aid; and $2.12 billion for Egypt—$1.3 bil-
lion in military aid and $815,000 in eco-
nomic assistance.

Mr. President I believe support for Is-
rael and Egypt furthers our goal of sup-
porting countries that defend and ad-
vance America’s interests.

The Middle East is an incredibly
volatile region and events that tran-
spire there have major implications for
the United States. Both Israel and
Egypt help protect our strategic inter-
ests in that part of the world and for
this reason they deserve our continued
support.

Now is not the time to abandon our
friends, but rather the time to assist
them as they face many of the same
challenges we do as we strive to pro-
mote stability in the post-cold war
world.

The Middle East has witnessed his-
toric changes that seemed unimagina-
ble only 5 years ago: the collapse of the
Soviet Union has removed the most
powerful supporter of rogue nations in
the region; the United States, with
Egypt’s crucial involvement, led an
international coalition in a successful
effort during the Persian Gulf War; po-
litical and economic relations were es-
tablished between Israel and Morocco,
Tunisia, and many other countries
around the world; bilateral negotia-
tions were initiated between Israel and

some of her most ardent enemies; an
agreement between Israel and the Pal-
estinians was formalized; and a peace
treaty between Israel and Jordan was
signed.

But despite these developments and
achievements, the Middle East is still
among the most dangerous regions in
the world.

Instability in the Middle East is con-
trary to our national security interests
because it threatens the supply of oil,
which could create a crisis the likes of
which the people of Western Europe
and America have experienced before.
It could also threaten our access to the
Suez Canal and increase the influence
of terrorist regimes.

And this instability could resurface
at any time. Parties opposed to the
peace process have sought to under-
mine it. Economic underdevelopment
in many countries breeds political in-
stability and even violence.

In order to minimize these dangers
while continuing to build on historic
accomplishments in the region, United
States support for Israel and Egypt is
as critical today as ever. Both Israel
and Egypt stand firmly with us in
countering these threats.

The joint military exercises the Unit-
ed States conducts with Israel promote
American goals in the region by solidi-
fying a cooperative strategic plan
which can be quickly implemented.
Dozens of American weapons systems,
including the Patriot missile and the
F–15 fighter, have been improved with
Israeli technological innovations. The
Arrow missile program, which has been
a joint American-Israeli project,
should some day help America and our
allies protect ourselves against ballis-
tic missile attacks. I should also point
out that aid to Israel is used primarily
to purchase United States-made mili-
tary equipment.

Similarly, joint United States-Egyp-
tian military exercises have proven
fruitful in such coordinated efforts as
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. As the
United States assists in maintaining
the efficiency of the Egyptian armed
forces, these forces can continue to
protect and enhance our interests in
the region. Furthermore, Egypt pur-
chases over 85 percent of its military
equipment from the United States, in-
cluding the M1A1 tanks.

Mr. President, we must authorize
these funding levels not only because it
makes sense when considering our stra-
tegic goals in the Middle East, but also
because it is consistent with our objec-
tives in the ongoing peace process.

As the chief sponsor of both past and
current peace negotiations, the United
States should maintain its leadership
role in pursuing peace in the region by
continuing its unequivocal support for
Israel and Egypt. Peaceful resolutions
to Middle East conflicts will promote
stability in this important part of the
world.

The provisions of this aid package
are, in my view, well structured to
serve the interests of Americans, Israe-
lis and Egyptians.

Additionally, H.R. 1868 provides fund-
ing for the United States to assist the
Palestinians in the West Bank and
Gaza as they develop their economy
and strive to accomplish peace in the
region. In my view, the United States
should help lead an international com-
munity effort to stimulate private in-
vestment in Gaza and Jericho, includ-
ing the continuation of a free-trade
agreement and the development of in-
dustrial parks. Such initiatives can
drive economic growth for the Pal-
estinians. A stronger economy in turn
will ultimately help produce peaceful
self-rule.

Mr. President, l believe we must con-
tinue to assist nations which serve our
interests by promoting stability in a
volatile region. I am hopeful that ulti-
mately there will be a peaceful resolu-
tion to the Arab-Israeli conflict. I urge
my colleagues to vote for this legisla-
tion, because I believe aid to Israel and
Egypt, as well as to the Palestinians, is
a small price to help attain paramount
international goal of the United
States—permanent stability and peace
in the Middle East.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, during

the wrapup tonight—I know the proce-
dures for tomorrow will be laid out by
my distinguished colleague here. Since
the regular floor managers for this bill
are not here this evening, I would like
to point out that Senator FEINSTEIN
had hoped to be able to put her amend-
ment in and have it considered at the
end of the hour period and following
the vote that will occur on Senator
BROWN’s amendment.

Although the managers are not here
tonight, I hope we can honor that posi-
tion for her so that the votes on this
same subject will occur at about the
same time or in sequence tomorrow. I
hope that the floor managers tomorrow
will look favorably on that, although
they are not here to approve that to-
night.

I yield the floor.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

f

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.
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(The nominations received today are

printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 4:03 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1091. An act to improve the National
Park System in the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia

H.R. 1296. An act to provide for the admin-
istration of certain Presidio properties at
minimal cost to the Federal taxpayer.

The message also announced that the
House agrees to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 402) to amend
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

At 6:07 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bill:

H.R. 402. An act to amend the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act, and for other
purposes.

At 9:46 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 1817) making ap-
propriations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House disagrees to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1976) mak-
ing appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses, and agrees to the conference
asked by Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon; and
appoints Mr. SKEEN, Mr. MYERS of Indi-
ana, Mr. WALSH, Mr. DICKEY, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. THORNTON, Mrs. LOWEY, and
Mr. OBEY as the managers of the con-
ference on the part of the House.

f

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 1091. An act to improve the National
Park System in the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

H.R. 1296. An act to provide for the admin-
istration of certain Presidio properties at
minimal cost to the Federal taxpayer, to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–1452. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State for Legislative Af-
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port on the program recommendations of the
Karachi Accountability Review Board; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–1453. A communication from the Acting
Administrator of the Consolidated Farm
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report en-
titled, ‘‘Farmer Programs Loan Assistance
to Socially Disadvantaged Applicants’’; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC–1454. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the Secretary of the
Treasury to establish a flexible procedure for
facilitating timely payment on claims on ac-
count of Government checks; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

EC–1455. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
annual report for calendar year 1994; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. FORD:
S. 1262. A bill to provide for the establish-

ment of certain limitations on advertise-
ments relating to, and the sale of, tobacco
products, and to provide for the increased en-
forcement of laws relating to underage to-
bacco use, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr.
PRESSLER, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr.
INOUYE]:

S. 1263. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to revise exist-
ing regulations concerning the conditions of
payment under part B of the medicare pro-
gram relating to anesthesia services fur-
nished by certified registered nurse anes-
thetists, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. DASCHLE:
S. 1264. A bill to provide for certain bene-

fits of the Missouri River basin Pick-Sloan
project to the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
dian Affairs.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. PRESSLER:
S. Res. 175. A resolution expressing the

sense of the Senate regarding the recent
elections in Hong Kong; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. Con. Res. 27. A concurrent resolution to

correct the enrollment of H.R. 422; consid-
ered and agreed to.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. FORD:
S. 1262. A bill to provide for the es-

tablishment of certain limitations on
advertisements relating to, and the
sale of, tobacco products, and to pro-
vide for the increased enforcement of
laws relating to underage tobacco use,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

THE TOBACCO PRODUCTS CONTROL ACT OF 1995

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I want
to talk just a bit about personal free-
doms. That notion is so deeply embed-
ded in how Americans define them-
selves that we fought wars to defend it,
marched down every Main Street in
America to guard it, and turned politi-
cians out at the polls to protect it.

That dedication to personal freedom
was at the very core of how our Found-
ing Fathers defined a nation, and it has
endured the test of time.

Thomas Jefferson said that the ulti-
mate powers of society belong to the
people themselves. And, when Govern-
ment is concerned that people might
not be knowledgeable enough to exer-
cise their control in a healthy direc-
tion, he wrote, ‘‘The remedy is not to
take it from them, but to inform.’’

He understood that Government has
a mission to inform, but not to dictate,
because when Government passes over
that line of guidance to coercion, every
American’s guarantee of personal free-
dom is irrevocably damaged.

I want to say this in the most force-
ful way possible, Madam President,
that no one—no one—supports teen
smoking. I am introducing legislation
today directed at reducing the number
of teenaged smokers in this country.
But make no mistake, this legislation
is equally driven by the need to pre-
vent Government from regulating the
legal choice of adults—of adults—in
this country. And it does so by keeping
the FDA out of the business of regulat-
ing tobacco.

It is no secret, Madam President,
that the FDA would like to ban to-
bacco under the guise of regulating
teen tobacco use. And that is why when
many people in my State hear the
phrase ‘‘Big Brother,’’ they see the face
of the FDA’s David Kessler.

The other day I heard a radio inter-
view of some stock car racing fans.
They had some pretty harsh words for
Washington and for the proposed regu-
lations that could have a devastating
effect on the sport that they enjoy so
much. They used words like ‘‘mis-
guided,’’ and phrases like ‘‘Big Brother
intruding.’’

You see, Madam President, they
could not understand how the Govern-
ment could prevent them from buying
a T-shirt or a cap with their favorite
race driver and sponsor on it. Plenty of
those fans are parents who have no de-
sire to see their children smoking ciga-
rettes and who support commonsense
efforts to reduce teen smoking. But
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something is clearly wrong when a reg-
ulation aimed at young people jeopard-
izes a sport where fewer than 3 percent
in attendance are under the age of 18.

We are not just talking about sports
fans or patrons of major art shows and
performances. We are talking about the
truck driver who chooses to wear a
Skoal cap. We are talking about adults,
whether they work on Wall Street,
under the hood of a car, at the bank, or
checking groceries, being able to get a
pack of cigarettes at a local bar’s vend-
ing machine, a place where no minor
has any business being in the first
place.

I am introducing this legislation
today because I am fiercely opposed to
Government interference into the legal
decisions of adults in this country. I
believe this is an issue we could have
solved and still can without FDA inter-
vention by working with industry and
the administration. And in fact, many
of the larger companies had already
made substantial efforts in that direc-
tion. But I believe nothing less than
complete prohibition is good enough
for the regulators over at the FDA and
the antitobacco zealots.

In fact, I am so concerned about the
FDA’s intentions to limit adults’
rights with regard to tobacco that I be-
lieve some legislative solution is im-
perative to prevent further intrusion
into the private decisions of adults in
this country. That is why my legisla-
tion in no uncertain terms removes
any FDA involvement in the regulation
of tobacco.

But as I said on the day those regula-
tions were announced, no one is here to
protect peddling tobacco to minors. No
one. And I am here today to follow up
with serious, enforceable measures on
advertising and access to stop
underaged tobacco use.

You also find in this legislation re-
tail and marketing restrictions which
we incorporate into substance abuse
and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration rules and State laws already on
the books.

Under my legislation, we ban outdoor
advertising of cigarettes and smokeless
tobacco products within 500 feet of
schools. We ban advertising of ciga-
rettes and smokeless tobacco products
in publications with any significant
youth subscriptionship. We ban paid
tobacco advertisements or props in
movies. We ban cigarettes or smokeless
tobacco advertising in videos, video
game machines or family amusement
centers.

We require States to restrict vending
machine sales of cigarettes or smoke-
less tobacco products to supervised lo-
cations—bars, private clubs, or places
of employment like factories and ware-
houses. And we require States to limit
free sampling of cigarettes and smoke-
less tobacco products and use of cou-
pons to locations where youth access is
denied and where proof-of-age require-
ments have been met.

Instead of creating a whole new bu-
reaucracy and turning jurisdiction over

to the FDA, this legislation maintains
the enforcement scheme of current
SAMHSA law, extending it to tobacco
sales and marketing restrictions and
doubling—I underscore doubling—ap-
plicable penalties.

These are serious, enforceable meas-
ures to combat teenage smoking, but
they do not interfere with the legal,
private decisions of adults nor do they
trample on freedom of speech that the
first amendment protects. The same
cannot be said for the FDA regulations,
which have already sent advertising
and tobacco industry lawyers scram-
bling to the courts setting up lengthy
legal challenges where the fight will go
on for years and years and years.

I have been told by those familiar
with constitutional law that recent ap-
pellate court decisions and legal re-
views have supported restrictions on
the location of advertising but not on
the content of the advertising. My bill
responds to legal precedent, where FDA
regulators have tried to circumvent all
legal precedent, attempting to control
an advertisement’s content affecting
not just a teenage publication, but a
truck driver’s baseball cap or a bank-
er’s financial magazine.

Nor does my legislation put an illegal
tax on the industry forcing them to use
millions and millions of their own dol-
lars to tell the public not to use their
product. Can you imagine that? They
are going to ask the industry to put up
millions to say, ‘‘Stop buying our prod-
uct.’’ Any other industry would go ber-
serk. There is absolutely no other in-
dustry in this country that has been
ordered—ordered, Madam President—to
pay millions to put themselves out of
business. Yet the FDA regulations at-
tempt to raise taxes without any act of
Congress.

We can address the issues of teen
smoking today without new taxes or
constitutionally suspect restrictions
on advertising rather than waiting
years and years and years for the
courts to finally settle the matter.
When it comes right down to it, wheth-
er a teenager gets a pack of cigarettes
or not in large part depends on whether
an individual store clerk decides to sell
it to them. It is already illegal in every
State in the this country for that clerk
to do so.

But because too many store clerks do
not feel pressured to enforce this law,
we clearly need to change the current
environment and leave no doubt in
anyone’s mind that it is in their best
interest not to sell that pack of ciga-
rettes to a minor. We do that through
much tougher penalties and by ensur-
ing that States have the enforcement
resources they need to back up these
laws.

My legislation also works to reduce
the chances that a teenager will ever
walk into that store looking to buy a
pack of cigarettes in the first place. I
think that is what all of us want, from
the administration to my tobacco
farmers to the American public. The
President is clearly committed to mak-

ing serious inroads on the issue of teen-
age smoking. And in his press con-
ference before the August recess he
stated his backing of the self-support-
ing tobacco program and of adults’
rights to make their own decision with
regard to smoking. Unfortunately,
overzealous regulators under the direc-
tion of David Kessler have done the
President and the country a disservice
by going way too far beyond simply
protecting our young people, and, in-
stead, their regulations infringe on nu-
merous constitutional rights, invade
the privacy of average adult Ameri-
cans, and take the first step on a short
road to prohibition.

These overzealous regulators include
a clause that essentially gives the FDA
total control over tobacco’s fate if
there is not a 50 percent reduction in
teenage tobacco use from 1993 levels—
not 1995, but they go back to 1993—
within 7 years. In fact, the percentage
of teenage tobacco use is already well
below the level it was 15 to 20 years
ago. While we are willing to discuss ad-
ditional, reasonable steps, these FDA
regulations are nothing more than a
guarantee that they are going to be
coming back and attempt to expand
their jurisdiction even further.

I took the President at his word when
he said that he prefers a legislative so-
lution. In this legislation, we have
taken one of the toughest State laws
on the books regarding advertising,
and one of the toughest State laws on
the books regarding vending machine
sales and samples as the basis for a se-
rious and enforceable national policy
on teenage smoking.

The antismoking advocates talk
forcefully about the numbers of teen-
agers who begin smoking every day. In
citing those figures these advocates
would be nothing short of negligent if
they reject my legislation and allow
this issue to be delayed indefinitely by
a court fight. They will clearly be
choosing a delay over compromise,
self-promotion over certain progress.

There is no doubt that this legisla-
tion is about compromise. But make no
mistake, it does not dodge the respon-
sibility of ending teen tobacco use. I
think this legislation represents a seri-
ous effort at meeting the President’s
goals on teenage smoking sooner, rath-
er than later. Equally important, by
leaving the FDA out of this process,
my legislation will not set a course for
tobacco that leads to prohibition.

Madam President, I believe this pro-
posal establishes a framework which,
taken in its entirety, is as tough as the
toughest State laws on teenage tobacco
use in existence today.

I challenge critics to show me a bet-
ter approach—one equally strong and
one equally reasonable. They are guid-
ed by common sense, both in the re-
moval of the FDA from the process and
in the expansion of laws already on the
books. You will not find any new taxes
or new bureaucracy, just strong, en-
forceable measures to end teenage
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smoking and teenage tobacco use
today.

Madam President, I send a copy of
my bill to the desk and ask that it be
appropriately referred, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

S. 1262
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tobacco
Products Control Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL CIGARETTE

LABELING AND ADVERTISING ACT.
The Federal Cigarette Labeling and Adver-

tising Act is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 6 (15 U.S.C. sec. 1335) the following new
section:

‘‘ADDITIONAL ADVERTISING RESTRICTIONS

‘‘SEC. 7A. (a)(1) It shall be unlawful to ad-
vertise cigarettes on any outdoor billboard
that is located within 500 feet of any public
or private elementary or secondary school.

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any
advertisement—

‘‘(A) on any outdoor billboard that is lo-
cated adjacent to an interstate highway that
is directed away from, and not visible from,
such elementary or secondary schools or
school grounds; or

‘‘(B) that is erected or maintained at street
level and affixed to business establishments
selling tobacco products at retail.

‘‘(b) It shall be unlawful to advertise ciga-
rettes in a newspaper, magazine, periodical
or other publication if the subscribers of
such publication who are under the age of 18
years constitute more than 15 percent of the
total readership of such publication. The
Federal Trade Commission shall annually
publish a list of the publications that are
subject to this subsection.

‘‘(c) No payment shall be made by any cig-
arette manufacturer or any agent thereof for
the placement of any cigarette, cigarette
package, or cigarette advertisement as a
prop in any motion picture produced for
viewing by the general public.

‘‘(d) No cigarette brand name or logo shall
be placed in a video or on a video game ma-
chine, and no brand name or logo may be
placed on or within the premises of family
amusement centers.

‘‘(e) As used in this section—
‘‘(1) the term ‘family amusement center’

means an enterprise offering amusement or
entertainment to the public through the use
of one or more amusement rides or attrac-
tions;

‘‘(2) the term ‘amusement ride or attrac-
tion’ means—

‘‘(A) any mechanized device or combina-
tion of devices that carry passengers along,
around, or over a fixed or restricted course
for the purpose of giving its passengers
amusement, pleasure, thrills, or excitement;
or

‘‘(B) any building or structure around,
over, or through which individuals may
walk, climb, slide, jump or move that pro-
vides such individuals with amusement,
pleasure, thrills, or excitement;

except that such term does not include coin-
operated amusement devices that carry no
more than 2 individuals, devices regulated by
the Federal Aviation Administration, the
Federal Railroad Administration (or State
railroad administrations), or vessels under
the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard (or State
division of the water patrol), tractor pulls,

auto or motorcycle events, horse shows, ro-
deos, or other animal shows, games and con-
cessions, nonmechanical playground equip-
ment, or any other devices or structures des-
ignated by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services; and

‘‘(3) the term ‘video game’ means any elec-
tronic amusement device that utilizes a
computer, microprocessor, or similar elec-
tronic circuitry and its own cathode ray
tube, or is designed to be used with a tele-
vision set or a monitor, that interacts with
the user of the device.’’.
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO COMPREHENSIVE

SMOKELESS TOBACCO HEALTH EDU-
CATION ACT OF 1986.

The Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco
Health Education Act of 1986 is amended by
inserting after section 3 (15 U.S.C. 4402 et
seq.) the following new section:

‘‘ADVERTISING RESTRICTIONS

‘‘SEC. 3A. (a) BILLBOARDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful to

advertise a smokeless tobacco product on
any outdoor billboard that is located within
500 feet of any public or private elementary
or secondary school.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any advertisement—

‘‘(A) on any outdoor billboard that is lo-
cated adjacent to an interstate highway that
is directed away from, and not visible from,
such elementary or secondary schools or
school grounds; and

‘‘(B) that is erected or maintained at street
level and affixed to business establishments
selling tobacco products at retail.

‘‘(b) PERIODICALS.—It shall be unlawful to
advertise any smokeless tobacco product in a
newspaper, magazine, periodical or other
publication if the subscribers of such publi-
cation who are under the age of 18 years con-
stitute more than 15 percent of the total
readership of such publication. The Federal
Trade Commission shall annually publish a
list of the publications that are subject to
this subsection.

‘‘(c) MOTION PICTURES.—No payment shall
be made by any smokeless tobacco manufac-
turer or any agent thereof for the placement
of any smokeless tobacco product, smokeless
tobacco package, or smokeless tobacco ad-
vertisement as a prop in any motion picture
produced for viewing by the general public.

‘‘(d) VIDEO GAMES.—No smokeless tobacco
product brand name or logo shall be placed
in a video or on a video game machine, and
no brand name or logo may be placed on or
within the premises of a family amusement
center.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
‘‘(1) the term ‘family amusement center’

means an enterprise offering amusement or
entertainment to the public through the use
of one or more amusement rides or attrac-
tions;

‘‘(2) the term ‘amusement ride or attrac-
tion’ means—

‘‘(A) any mechanized device or combina-
tion of devices that carry passengers along,
around, or over a fixed or restricted course
for the purpose of giving its passengers
amusement, pleasure, thrills, or excitement;
or

‘‘(B) any building or structure around,
over, or through which individuals may
walk, climb, slide, jump or move that pro-
vides such individuals with amusement,
pleasure, thrills, or excitement;

except that such term does not include coin-
operated amusement devices that carry no
more than 2 individuals, devices regulated by
the Federal Aviation Administration, the
Federal Railroad Administration (or State
railroad administrations), or vessels under
the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard (or State
division of the water patrol), tractor pulls,

auto or motorcycle events, horse shows, ro-
deos, or other animal shows, games and con-
cessions, nonmechanical playground equip-
ment, or any other devices or structures des-
ignated by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services; and

‘‘(3) the term ‘video game’ means any elec-
tronic amusement device that utilizes a
computer, microprocessor, or similar elec-
tronic circuitry and its own cathode ray
tube, or is designed to be used with a tele-
vision set or a monitor, that interacts with
the user of the device.’’.
SEC. 4. AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERV-

ICE ACT.
Section 1926 of the Public Health Service

Act (42 U.S.C. sec. 300x-26) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(1), to read as follows:
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

for fiscal year 1997 and subsequent fiscal
years, the Secretary may make a grant
under section 1921 only if the State involved
has in effect a law providing that—

‘‘(A) it is unlawful for any manufacturer,
retailer, or distributor of cigarettes or
smokeless tobacco products to sell or dis-
tribute any such product to any individual
under the age of 18;

‘‘(B) no person, firm, partnership, com-
pany, or corporation shall operate a vending
machine which dispenses cigarettes or
smokeless tobacco products unless such
vending machine is in a location that is in
plain view and under the direct supervision
and control of the individual in charge of the
location or his or her designated agent or
employee;

‘‘(C) the restrictions described in subpara-
graph (B) shall not apply in the case of a
vending machine that is located—

‘‘(i) at a private club;
‘‘(ii) at a bar or bar area of a food service

establishment;
‘‘(iii) at a factory, warehouse, tobacco

business, or any other place of employment
which has an insignificant portion of its reg-
ular workforce comprised of individuals
under the age of 18 years and only if such
machines are located in an area that is not
accessible to the general public; or

‘‘(iv) in such other location or made avail-
able in another manner that is expressly per-
mitted under applicable State law; and

‘‘(D) it is unlawful for any person engaged
in the selling or distribution of cigarettes or
smokeless tobacco products for commercial
purposes to distribute without charge any
cigarettes or smokeless tobacco products, or
to distribute coupons which are redeemable
for cigarettes or smokeless tobacco products,
except that this subparagraph shall not
apply in the case of distribution—

‘‘(i) through coupons contained in publica-
tions for which advertising is not restricted
under section 7A of the Federal Cigarette La-
beling and Advertising Act, coupons ob-
tained through the purchase of cigarettes or
smokeless tobacco products, or coupons sent
through the mail;

‘‘(ii) where individuals can demonstrate,
through a photographic identification card,
that the individual is at least 18 years of age;

‘‘(iii) in locations that can be separately
segregated to deny access to individuals
under the age of 18; or

‘‘(iv) through such other manners or at
other locations that are expressly permitted
under applicable State law.’’;

(2) in subsection (a)(2)—
(A) by striking ‘‘1993’’ and inserting ‘‘1997’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘1994’’ and inserting ‘‘1998’’;

and
(C) by striking ‘‘1995’’ and inserting ‘‘1999’’;
(3) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘10 per-

cent’’ and inserting ‘‘20 percent’’;
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘20 per-

cent’’ and inserting ‘‘40 percent’’;
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(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘30 per-

cent’’ and inserting ‘‘60 percent’’; and
(D) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘40 per-

cent’’ and inserting ‘‘80 percent’’;
(4) in subsection (d)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘1995’’ and

inserting ‘‘1999’’; and
(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘1994’’ and

inserting ‘‘1998’’; and
(5) by adding at the end thereof the follow-

ing new subsections:
‘‘(e) ENFORCEMENT.—Any amounts made

available to a State through a grant under
section 1921 may be used to enforce the laws
described in subsection (a).

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—As used in subsection
(a)(1), the term ‘private club’ means an orga-
nization with no more than an insignificant
portion of its membership comprised of indi-
viduals under the age of 18 years that regu-
larly receives dues or payments from its
members for the use of space, facilities and
services.’’.
SEC. 5. AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL FOOD, DRUG,

AND COSMETIC ACT.
Chapter IX of the Federal Food, Drug, and

Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 391 et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 906. PROHIBITION ON REGULATION OF TO-

BACCO PRODUCTS.
‘‘Nothing in this Act or any other Act shall

provide the Food and Drug Administration
with any authority to regulate in any man-
ner tobacco or tobacco products.’’.

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr.
PRESSLER, Mr. THURMOND, and
Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1263. A bill to direct the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to revise
existing regulations concerning the
conditions of payment under part B of
the Medicare Program relating to anes-
thesia services furnished by certified
registered nurse anesthetists, and for
other purposes, to the Committee on
Finance.
THE MEDICARE ANESTHESIA SERVICES REFORM

ACT

∑ Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, today I,
along with Senators PRESSLER, THUR-
MOND, and INOUYE, introduce the Medi-
care Anesthesia Services Reform Act.

Whether the issue is Medicare reform
or overall health care reform, our Na-
tion needs to identify and develop effi-
cient, cost-effective methods of deliver-
ing health care. But as we seek to cut
health care costs, we must be careful
to protect the quality of the health
care that patients receive. One way to
both provide quality care and better
utilize our Nation’s health care re-
sources is to more appropriately use
the services of Certified Registered
Nurse Anesthetists—CRNA’s.

The Medicare Anesthesia Services
Reform Act addresses two important
issues affecting the regulation of anes-
thesia practice as it affects CRNA’s.
The first defers to State laws in deter-
mining whether or not nurse anes-
thetists must be supervised by a physi-
cian. And the second provision provides
parity of payment when two anesthesia
providers are involved in a single Medi-
care case. The Act helps CRNA’s maxi-
mize the use of their skills to provide
quality health care to patients.

Nurse anesthetists administer more
than 65 percent of the 26 million anes-

thetics given to patients each year in
the United States. They are the sole
anesthesia providers in 85 percent of
rural hospitals, including all but a
handful of counties in North Dakota.
CRNA’s play an integral role in provid-
ing rural medical facilities with obstet-
rical, surgical, and trauma stabiliza-
tion capabilities. CRNA’s perform the
same anesthesia delivery functions as
anesthesiologists and work in every
setting in which anesthesia is deliv-
ered—traditional hospital suites, ob-
stetrical delivery rooms, dentists of-
fices, HMO’s ambulatory surgical cen-
ters, Veterans Administration facili-
ties, and others.

The first provision in the bill re-
quires the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration to defer to State law
when determining whether to condition
Medicare reimbursement to CRNA’s on
physician supervision. Medicare’s regu-
lations require physician supervision of
CRNA’s as a condition for hospitals or
ambulatory surgical centers to receive
Medicare reimbursement, despite many
State laws that allow nurse anes-
thetists to practice without such su-
pervision. In fact, most States do not
require physician supervision or direc-
tion of nurse anesthetists in the
States’ nurse practice acts, board of
nursing rules and regulations, medical
practice acts, or their generic equiva-
lents.

The Federal supervision requirement
creates several problems for CRNA’s.
First, some surgeons have been dis-
suaded from working with CRNA’s, in
the face of arguments that the physi-
cians may be subjecting themselves to
liability for engaging in supervision.
But the truth is, the attending physi-
cian is no more legally liable for the
CRNA’s actions than he or she is for
the acts of an anesthesiologist. Second,
the Federal restriction is anti-competi-
tive, acting as a disincentive for
CRNA’s to be utilized. Finally, the re-
striction creates an inaccurate percep-
tion among some surgeons that they
have an obligation to direct or control
the substantive course of the anes-
thetic process, even though there is no
such obligation.

By eliminating this prescriptive Fed-
eral regulation, we can better maxi-
mize the use of nurse anesthetists and
eliminate the confusion surrounding
CRNA supervision. At a time when the
Federal Government is deferring to
State judgment on a whole host of is-
sues, it seems completely consistent to
let States decide how best to use nurse
anesthetists, particularly in light of
CRNA’s long track record of success.

CRNA’s have been around for a cen-
tury. They have been the principal an-
esthesia providers in combat areas in
every war the United States has been
engaged in since World War I. CRNA’s
have received medals and accolades for
their dedication, commitment, and
competence. And recent studies indi-
cate that better utilization of CRNA’s
could save the Federal Government as
much as $1 billion per year by the year

2010. Clearly, it make sense for the
Federal Government to defer to States
on an issue that could very well save
significant Federal expenses over time.

The second proposal included in the
Medicare Anesthesia Services Reform
Act applies to fairness in reimburse-
ment to CRNA’s and anesthesiologists.
Under Medicare’s current regulations,
if an anesthesiologist and a CRNA
work together on one case and Medi-
care later decides that the use of two
anesthesia providers was not medically
necessary, neither the hospital nor the
CRNA gets paid. Consequently, there is
an economic disincentive for hospitals
to employ nurse anesthetists, even
though they provide such cost effective
services.

Obviously, Medicare should not pay
for services that are not medically nec-
essary. And our bill would not require
Medicare to do so. Rather, it simply re-
quires that anesthesiologists and
CRNA’s or the hospitals that employ
them split the fee equally. If someone
works on a Medicare case, he or she
should get paid for it.

The problem CRNA’s confront is the
poor definition of what constitutes
‘‘medical necessity.’’ Medical necessity
is interpreted on a case-by-case basis,
making it easy for Medicare carriers to
deny a claim for payment to a CRNA
who cannot prove medical necessity. If
a claim is denied, then only the anes-
thesiologist gets paid, even though
both the anesthesiologist and the
CRNA did the work. That is just not
fair.

Last year, I introduced legislation
that would have required Medicare to
reimburse CRNA’s and anesthesiol-
ogists based on their contribution to
the case. Under that proposal, if a
CRNA did more of the work, he or she
might get 60 or 70 percent of the pay-
ment compared with 30 or 40 percent
for the anesthesiologist. If the anesthe-
siologist did more of the work, he or
she would receive a greater percentage
of the payment.

Some viewed the provision I proposed
last year as too difficult to implement.
In addition, during health care reform,
I worked with the American Associa-
tion of Nurse Anesthetists and the
American Society of Anesthesiologists
to develop a compromise that included
the 50–50 split that has been incor-
porated into this bill. Given the nego-
tiations that occurred last year, I be-
lieve it is best to include the 50–50 split
provision, rather than the provision
that I initially proposed.

Mr. President, this is sensible legisla-
tion. It is fair to both CRNA’s and an-
esthesiologists, alike. And it elimi-
nates some significant problems that
are creating difficulty for nurse anes-
thetists and the hospitals that employ
them.

Our proposal replaces outdated Medi-
care regulations and lets hospitals
make their individual anesthesia staff-
ing decisions based upon their own
needs. It also gives more flexibility to
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the States. I hope my colleagues will
support it.∑

By Mr. DASCHLE:
S. 1264. A bill to provide for certain

benefits of the Missouri River basin
Pick-Sloan project to the Crow Creek
Sioux Tribe, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.
THE CROW CREEK SIOUX TRIBE INFRASTRUCTURE

DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND ACT OF 1995

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today
I introduce the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe
Infrastructure Development Trust
Fund Act of 1995. This bill will provide
for the development of certain tribal
infrastructure projects funded by a
trust fund set up for the Crow Creek
Tribe within the Department of the
Treasury. The trust fund would be cap-
italized from a percentage of hydro-
power revenues and would be capped at
$27.5 million. The tribe would then re-
ceive the interest from the fund to be
used according to a development plan
prepared in conjunction with the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs and the Indian
Health Service.

The Flood Control Act of 1944 created
five massive earthen dams on the Mis-
souri River. This public works project
known as the Pick-Sloan Plan provides
flood control, irrigation, and hydro-
power. Four of the Pick-Sloan dams
are located in South Dakota.

The impact of the Pick-Sloan plan on
the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe has been
devastating. The Big Bend and Fort
Randall dams created losses to the
Crow Creek Tribe for which they have
not been adequately compensated. Over
15,000 acres of the tribe’s most fertile
and productive land, the Missouri
River wooded bottom lands, were inun-
dated as a result of the Fort Randall
and Big Bend components of the Pick-
Sloan project.

By and through the Big Bend Act of
1962, Congress directed the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Department
of the Interior to take certain actions
to alleviate the problems caused by the
dislocation of communities and inun-
dation of tribal resources. These direc-
tives were either carried out inad-
equately or not carried out at all.

Congress established precedent for
this legislation in 1992 by the passage
of the Three Affiliated Tribes and
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe Equitable
Compensation Act which I cosponsored.
At that time, Congress determined
that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
failed to provide adequate compensa-
tion to the tribes when their land was
acquired for the Pick-Sloan projects.
There is little controversy on finding
that the tribes bore an inordinate
share of the cost of implementing the
Pick-Sloan program. The Secretary of
the Interior established the Joint Trib-
al Advisory Committee to resolve the
inequities and find ways to finance the
compensation of tribal claims. As a re-
sult, the Three Affiliated Tribes and
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe Equitable
Compensation Act set up a recovery
fund financed entirely from a percent-
age of Pick-Sloan power revenues.

The Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Infra-
structure Development Fund Act of
1995 will enable the Crow Creek Tribe
to address and improve their infra-
structure and will provide the needed
resources for further economic develop-
ment of the Crow Creek Indian Res-
ervation.

This legislation has broad support in
South Dakota. Gov. Bill Janklow
strongly endorses this proposal to de-
velop the infrastructure at the Crow
Creek Indian Reservation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD and a letter from Gov.
Bill Janklow.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Crow Creek
Sioux Tribe Infrastructure Development
Trust Fund Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) the Congress approved the Missouri

River basin Pick-Sloan project by passing
the Act of December 22, 1944, commonly
known as the ‘‘Flood Control Act of 1944’’ (58
Stat. 887, chapter 665; 33 U.S.C. 701–1 et
seq.)—

(A) to promote the general economic devel-
opment of the United States;

(B) to provide for irrigation above Sioux
City, Iowa;

(C) to protect urban and rural areas from
devastating floods of the Missouri River; and

(D) for other purposes;
(2) the Fort Randall and Big Bend projects

are major components of the Pick-Sloan
project, and contribute to the national econ-
omy by generating a substantial amount of
hydropower and impounding a substantial
quantity of water;

(3) the Fort Randall and Big Bend projects
overlie the western boundary of the Crow
Creek Indian Reservation, having inundated
the fertile, wooded bottom lands of the Tribe
along the Missouri River that constituted
the most productive agricultural and pas-
toral lands of the Tribe and the homeland of
the members of the Tribe;

(4) Public Law 85–916 (72 Stat. 1766 et seq.)
authorized the acquisition of 9,418 acres of
Indian land on the Crow Creek Indian Res-
ervation for the Fort Randall project and
Public Law 87–735 (76 Stat. 704 et seq.) au-
thorized the acquisition of 6,179 acres of In-
dian land on Crow Creek for the Big Bend
project;

(5) Public Law 87–735 (76 Stat. 704 et seq.)
provided for the mitigation of the effects of
the Fort Randall and Big Bend projects on
the Crow Creek Indian Reservation, by di-
recting the Secretary of the Army to—

(A) replace, relocate, or reconstruct—
(i) any existing essential governmental and

agency facilities on the reservation, includ-
ing schools, hospitals, offices of the Public
Health Service and the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, service buildings, and employee quar-
ters; and

(ii) roads, bridges, and incidental matters
or facilities in connection with such facili-
ties;

(B) provide for a townsite adequate for 50
homes, including streets and utilities (in-
cluding water, sewage, and electricity), tak-
ing into account the reasonable future
growth of the townsite; and

(C) provide for a community center con-
taining space and facilities for community

gatherings, tribal offices, tribal council
chamber, offices of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, offices and quarters of the Public
Health Service, and a combination gym-
nasium and auditorium;

(6) the Secretary of the Army and the Sec-
retary of the Interior have failed to meet the
requirements under Public Law 87–735 (76
Stat. 704 et seq.) with respect to the mitiga-
tion of the effects of the Fort Randall and
Big Bend projects on the Crow Creek Indian
Reservation;

(7) although the national economy has ben-
efited from the Fort Randall and Big Bend
projects, the economy on the Crow Creek In-
dian Reservation remains underdeveloped, in
part as a consequence of the failure of the
Federal Government to fulfill the obliga-
tions of the Federal Government under the
laws referred to in paragraph (4);

(8) the economic and social development
and cultural preservation of the Crow Creek
Sioux Tribe will be enhanced by increased
tribal participation in the benefits of the
Fort Randall and Big Bend components of
the Pick-Sloan project; and

(9) the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe is entitled
to additional benefits of the Missouri River
basin Pick-Sloan project, including hydro-
power revenues and infrastructure develop-
ment.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Act, unless the
context implies otherwise, the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) FUND.—The term ‘‘Fund’’ means the
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Infrastructure De-
velopment Trust Fund established under sec-
tion 4(a).

(2) PLAN.—The term ‘‘plan’’ means the plan
for socioeconomic recovery and cultural
preservation prepared under section 5.

(3) PROGRAMS.—The term ‘‘Programs’’
means the integrated programs of the East-
ern Division of the Missouri River basin
Pick-Sloan program, administered by the
Western Area Power Administration, as de-
termined by the Secretary.

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(5) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe’’ means the
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe.
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF CROW CREEK SIOUX

TRIBE INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOP-
MENT TRUST FUND.

(a) CROW CREEK SIOUX TRIBE INFRASTRUC-
TURE DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND.—There is
established in the Treasury of the United
States a fund to be known as the ‘‘Crow
Creek Sioux Tribe Infrastructure Develop-
ment Trust Fund’’.

(b) FUNDING.—Beginning with fiscal year
1997, and for each fiscal year thereafter, until
such time as the aggregate of the amounts
deposited in the Fund is equal to $27,500,000,
the Secretary of the Treasury shall deposit
into the Fund an amount equal to 25 percent
of the receipts from the deposits to the
Treasury of the United States for the preced-
ing fiscal year from the Programs.

(c) INVESTMENTS.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall invest the amounts deposited
under subsection (b) only in interest-bearing
obligations of the United States or in obliga-
tions guaranteed as to both principal and in-
terest by the United States.

(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST TO TRIBE.—
(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT AND TRANS-

FER OF INTEREST.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall, in accordance with this sub-
section, transfer any interest that accrues
on amounts deposited under subsection (b)
into a separate account established by the
Secretary of the Treasury in the Treasury of
the United States.

(2) PAYMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with the fiscal

year immediately following the fiscal year
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during which the aggregate of the amounts
deposited in the Fund is equal to the amount
specified in subsection (b)(2), and for each
fiscal year thereafter, all amounts trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be available,
without fiscal year limitation, to the Sec-
retary of the Interior for use in accordance
with subparagraph (C).

(B) WITHDRAWAL AND TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—
For each fiscal year specified in subpara-
graph (A), the Secretary of the Treasury
shall withdraw amounts from the account es-
tablished under such paragraph and transfer
such amounts to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior for use in accordance with subparagraph
(C). The Secretary of the Treasury may only
withdraw funds from the account for the pur-
pose specified in this paragraph.

(C) PAYMENTS TO TRIBE.—The Secretary of
the Interior shall use the amounts trans-
ferred to the Secretary under subparagraph
(B) only for the purpose of making payments
to the Tribe.

(D) USE OF PAYMENTS BY TRIBE.—The Tribe
shall use the payments made under subpara-
graph (C) only for carrying out projects and
programs pursuant to the plan prepared
under section 5.

(3) PROHIBITION ON PER CAPITA PAYMENTS.—
No portion of any payment made under this
subsection may be distributed to any mem-
ber of the Tribe on a per capita basis.

(e) TRANSFERS AND WITHDRAWALS.—
(1) AMOUNTS DEPOSITED IN THE FUND.—Ex-

cept as provided in subsection (d)(1), the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may not transfer or
withdraw any amount deposited under sub-
section (b).

(2) AMOUNTS TRANSFERRED TO ACCOUNT.—
Except as provided in subsection (d)(2), the
Secretary of the Treasury may not transfer
or withdraw any amounts transferred to the
account established under subsection (d)(1).
SEC. 5. PLAN FOR SOCIOECONOMIC RECOVERY

AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION.
(a) PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior, acting through the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, in cooperation with the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, acting through
the Indian Health Service, and the Crow
Creek Tribal Council, shall prepare a plan
for the use of payments made to the Tribe
under section 4(d)(2).

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR PLAN COMPONENTS.—
The plan shall, with respect to each compo-
nent of the plan—

(A) identify the costs and benefits of that
component; and

(B) provide plans for that component.
(3) APPROVAL OF CROW CREEK TRIBAL COUN-

CIL.—The plan shall be subject to the ap-
proval of the Crow Creek Tribal Council.

(4) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later
than 2 years after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall submit the plan
to Congress.

(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—The plan shall in-
clude the following programs and compo-
nents:

(1) EDUCATIONAL FACILITY.—The plan shall
provide for an educational facility to be lo-
cated on the Crow Creek Indian Reservation.

(2) COMPREHENSIVE INPATIENT AND OUT-
PATIENT HEALTH CARE FACILITY.—The plan
shall provide for a comprehensive inpatient
and outpatient health care facility to pro-
vide essential services that the Secretary, in
consultation with the individuals and enti-
ties referred to in subsection (a)(1), deter-
mines to be—

(A) needed; and
(B) unavailable through existing facilities

of the Indian Health Service on the Crow
Creek Indian Reservation at the time of the
determination.

(3) WATER SYSTEM.—The plan shall provide
for the construction, operation, and mainte-

nance of a municipal, rural, and industrial
water system for the Crow Creek Indian Res-
ervation.

(4) IRRIGATION FACILITIES.—The plan shall
provide for irrigation facilities for not less
than 1,792 acres.

(5) RECREATIONAL FACILITIES.—The plan
shall provide for recreational facilities suit-
able for high-density recreation at Lake
Sharpe at Big Bend Dam in South Dakota.

(6) OTHER PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS.—The
plan shall provide for such other projects and
programs for the educational, social welfare,
economic development, and cultural preser-
vation of the Tribe as the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the individuals and entities
referred to in subsection (a)(1), considers to
be appropriate.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such funds as may be necessary to carry out
this Act, including such funds as may be nec-
essary to cover the administrative expenses
of the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Infrastructure
Development Trust Fund established under
section 4.

SEC. 7. EFFECT OF PAYMENTS TO TRIBE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No payment made to the
Tribe pursuant to this Act shall result in the
reduction or denial of any service or program
to which, pursuant Federal law—

(1) the Tribe is otherwise entitled because
of the status of the Tribe as a federally rec-
ognized Indian tribe; or

(2) any individual who is a member of the
Tribe is entitled because of the status of the
individual as a member of the Tribe.

(b) EXEMPTIONS; STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—

(1) POWER RATES.—No payment made pur-
suant to this Act shall affect Missouri River
basin Pick-Sloan power rates.

(2) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this Act may be construed as diminishing or
affecting—

(A) any right of the Tribe that is not other-
wise addressed in this Act; or

(B) any treaty obligation of the United
States.

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, STATE CAPITOL,

Pierre, SD, June 22, 1995.
Hon. DUANE BIG EAGLE,
Chairman of the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe,
Fort Thompson, SD.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BIG EAGLE: Thank you for
giving me a copy of the proposed federal leg-
islation that requires the federal government
to fulfill the commitments made to the Crow
Creek Sioux Tribe in the Big Bend Act of
1962.

I wholeheartedly support this legislation
and your efforts to develop Fort Thompson
with the infrastructure and community fa-
cilities that the Crow Creek community
should have received long ago. The method
for funding in the bill is fair and I hope a ma-
jority of both houses of Congress and the
President will realize the importance of
passing this bill and signing it into law.

In several different ways, all of the various
groups of people who live in South Dakota
have not received the benefits promised
when the great dams were built in the 1950s.
The persistence of the members of the Crow
Creek Sioux Tribe to right this wrong is wor-
thy of high praise. Congratulations on creat-
ing an excellent proposal.

If there is anything I can do to help you,
please let me know.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. JANKLOW.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 298

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
HATFIELD], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN]
were added as cosponsors of S. 298, a
bill to establish a comprehensive pol-
icy with respect to the provision of
health care coverage and services to in-
dividuals with severe mental illnesses,
and for other purposes.

S. 684

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 684, A bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
for programs of research regarding Par-
kinson’s disease, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 770

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT] was added as a cosponsor of S.
770, a bill to provide for the relocation
of the United States Embassy in Israel
to Jerusalem, and for other purposes.

S. 771

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 771, a bill to provide that
certain Federal property shall be made
available to States for State use before
being made available to other entities,
and for other purposes.

S. 851

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, his
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of
S. 851, a bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to reform
the wetlands regulatory program, and
for other purposes.

S. 942

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of S.
942, a bill to promote increased under-
standing of Federal regulations and in-
creased voluntary compliance with
such regulations by small entities, to
provide for the designation of regional
ombudsmen and oversight boards to
monitor the enforcement practices of
certain Federal agencies with respect
to small business concerns, to provide
relief from excessive and arbitary regu-
latory enforcement actions against
small entities, and for other purposes.

S. 1086

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name
of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1086, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a family-
owned business exclusion from the
gross estate subject to estate tax, and
for other purposes.

S. 1108

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG] and the Senator from Arizona
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[Mr. MCCAIN] were added as cosponsors
of S. 1108, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow individ-
uals to designate that up to 10 percent
of their income tax liability be used to
reduce the national debt, and to re-
quire spending reductions equal to the
amounts so designated.

S. 1219

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1219, a bill to reform the financing of
Federal elections, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1220

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1220, a bill to provide that Mem-
bers of Congress shall not be paid dur-
ing Federal Government shutdowns.

S. 1246

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. JEFFORDS] and the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1246, a bill to amend ti-
tles 5 and 37, United States Code, to
provide for the continuance of pay and
the authority to make certain expendi-
tures and obligations during lapses in
appropriations.

SENATE RESOLUTION 147

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 147, a resolution des-
ignating the weeks beginning Septem-
ber 24, 1995, and September 22, 1996, as
‘‘National Historically Black Colleges
and Universities Week,’’ and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2699

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. LEAHY] and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. KOHL) were added as co-
sponsors of Amendment No. 2699 pro-
posed to H.R. 1976, a bill making appro-
priations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes.

f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 27—CORRECTING THE EN-
ROLLING OF H.R. 402

Mr. MURKOWSKI submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which
was considered and agreed to:

S. CON. RES. 27
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring)
The Clerk of the House is directed to cor-

rect the enrollment of H.R. 402 as follows:
Amended section 109 to read:

‘‘SEC. 109. CONFIRMATION OF WOODY ISLAND AS
ELIGIBLE NATIVE VILLAGE.

The Native Village of Woody Island, lo-
cated on Woody Island, Alaska, in the
Koniag Region, is hereby confirmed as an eli-
gible Alaska Native Village, pursuant to Sec-
tion 11(b)(3) of the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (‘‘ANCSA’’). It is further con-
firmed that Leisnoi, Inc., is the Village Cor-
poration, as that term is defined in Section

3(j) of ANCSA, for the village of Woody Is-
land. This section shall become effective on
October 1, 1998, unless the United States ju-
dicial system determines this village was
fraudulently established under ANCSA prior
to October 1, 1998.’’

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 175—REL-
ATIVE TO THE RECENT ELEC-
TIONS IN HONG KONG

Mr. PRESSLER submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions:

S. RES. 175

Whereas the right to a fully elected legis-
lature in Hong Kong is guaranteed by the
1984 Sino-British Joint Declaration on the
Question of Hong Kong;

Whereas on September 17, 1995, the people
of Hong Kong demonstrated their commit-
ment to democracy by freely expressing
their right to vote in the Legislative Council
elections; and

Whereas the voters of Hong Kong have
overwhelmingly expressed their desire for
the establishment of a fully democratic gov-
ernment: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the people of Hong Kong are to be con-
gratulated for exercising their right to vote
on September 17, 1995;

(2) the People’s Republic of China should
respect the clear will of the people of Hong
Kong to have a fully democratic government;
and

(3) the Chinese government should enter
into a dialogue with the democratically
elected representatives of the Hong Kong
people.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, when
Mr. Christopher Patten became Gov-
ernor of Hong Kong 3 years ago, he
made a very important decision. He de-
cided to allow the people of Hong Kong
the opportunity to express their pref-
erence on a simple issue: Democracy—
yes or no?

As the New York Times editorial
today notes, ‘‘Hong Kong’s voters de-
clared overwhelmingly on Sunday their
preference for democracy and their
doubts about Beijing’s plans for the
colony’s future.’’ Final returns from
Sunday’s vote show the Democratic
Party led by Mr. Martin Lee won the
largest number of seats, 19, in the 60
seat legislative council. Other
prodemocracy allies will give Mr. Lee a
working majority of 31.

By contrast, pro-Beijing candidates
of the Democratic Alliance for the Bet-
terment of Hong Kong won only six
seats and the party’s top three officials
were all defeated. Regrettably, spokes-
men for Beijing have not learned to
lose gracefully and have resorted to
threats and intimidation.

Again Governor Patten has proved to
be the best analyst: ‘‘Everybody has to
recognize that Hong Kong has ex-
pressed its views about the present and
the future with great clarity.’’

Mr. President, I am submitting a res-
olution expressing the sense of the
Congress regarding the recent elections
in Hong Kong. The resolution con-
gratulates the people of Hong Kong for
exercising their right to vote, calls on

China to respect the clear will of the
people of Hong Kong to have a fully
democratic government, and calls on
China to enter into a dialogue with the
democratically elected representatives
of the Hong Kong people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that number of articles and edi-
torials from the Washington Post, the
New York Times, and the Wall Street
Journal be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 1995]
REBUFF OF CHINA PROVES SWEEPING—PRO-

DEMOCRATIC BLOC IN HONG KONG LEGISLA-
TURE COULD HOLD MAJORITY ON KEY ISSUES

(By Keith B. Richburg)
HONG KONG, Sept. 18.—China and Hong

Kong today seemed set for a prolonged pe-
riod of confrontation after residents here
gave a substantial vote of no-confidence to
Beijing’s preferred legislative candidates, in-
stead of choosing independent-minded law-
makers who are already promising to shout
about human rights, free speech and the rule
of law as Chinese rule approaches.

Final returns from Sunday’s vote showed
the Democratic Party, led by lawyer Martin
Lee, will be the largest single party in the
new legislature, with 19 of 60 seats. Counting
other like-minded parties and independents,
advocates of democracy who favor standing
up to China will form a bloc of at least 27.

Published analyses indicated that on issues
involving relations with China, the pro-
democratic vote would be a majority of 31.
The one clearly pro-China party won six
seats.

In a victory press conference today, an
elated Lee promised to continue the same
kind of tough rhetoric that already has made
him China’s nemesis in the colony. Lee said
the elections proved that Hong Kong people
‘‘want legislators who will stand up for
them’’ to protect the territory’s freedoms in
the coming battles with China’s Communist
leadership.

Lee said the democracy bloc of the new
legislature will use the remaining 21 months
of British rule to try to strengthen laws pro-
tecting press freedom and free speech, to
enact a freedom of information ordinance,
and to try again to change a Sino-British
agreement for a new supreme court to guar-
antee that future judges can act with greater
independence.

Lee’s statements are the sort that most
unnerve mainland China, and make it more
likely now, in the view of some analysts,
that Beijing will take an even tougher
stance toward Hong Kong, keeping its vow to
jettison the local legislature and possibly
even doing away with direct elections en-
tirely after reversion in July 1997.

Pro-China politicians and official Chinese
statements from Beijing tried to put the best
face on the election results. The leader of the
main pro-China party, the Democratic Alli-
ance for the Betterment of Hong Kong
(known as DAB), Tsang Yok-sing, explained
the loss to reporters by saying the Demo-
crats fielded far more incumbents and had
more experience campaigning and organiza-
tion.

A statement from the official New China
News Agency said the elections ‘‘showed that
hope for a smooth transition and love of the
motherland and Hong Kong remain the main
trend in Hong Kong.’’ But the agency quoted
an official in Beijing of the Hong Kong and
Macau Affairs Office as repeating China’s
vow to dismantle the legislature and replace
it with a provisional body whose deputies
would be picked by China.
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‘‘Beijing will feel more insecure and more

suspicious toward Hong Kong,’’ said Joseph
Cheng, a political science professor at the
City University here. It’s likely to result in
‘‘a tougher line.’’

‘‘It seems the Hong Kong people want can-
didates who dare to criticize China, to pro-
vide some checks and balances, or at least to
articulate their grievances,’’ he said.

But Cheng said that under the existing co-
lonial system, with most power still resting
with the British governor, the new law-
makers may find themselves frustrated over
the next 21 months. The legislature may not
introduce any bills that would increase gov-
ernment spending, and the governor can ig-
nore the legislature whenever he chooses.

Most analysts said the dismal performance
of the main pro-China party suggested a new
era of confrontation. Had more of its can-
didates won seats, the theory goes, China
might have felt more comfortable about the
idea of direct elections in Hong Kong and
less inclined to abolish the legislature when
it takes over.

But many of the candidates openly aligned
with China were decisively beaten by the de-
mocracy advocates. The main pro-China
party could manage no more than six seats.

Moreover, the pro-China party’s three sen-
ior officers—the chairman, the vice chair-
man and the secretary general—all were
crushed. The pro-China candidates together
received about 30 percent of the popular
vote, compared to more than 60 percent for
the Democratic Party politicians.

In other results, the pro-business Liberal
Party, which in pursuing commercial inter-
ests is likely to vote with them in mind, won
10 seats. The remaining 17 seats also rep-
resent interests that might shift according
to the issue.

Analysts said the loss of so many pro-
China politicians, considered relative mod-
erates, means a likely dominance now of
more hard-line Communist voices in Hong
Kong’s pro-Beijing United Front. The front
as a whole took no part in the election, even
as the DAB—a part of the front—went its
own way on this matter and did so. This
could presage a further heightening of the
rhetoric and increasing polarization of the
political dialogue, these analysts said.

The result also means the political situa-
tion is likely to become more confusing in
the waning months of British colonial rule.
Christopher Patten, the British governor and
the man who engineered the changes that
made the elections possible, is to remain
until the end of June 1997. But the new legis-
lature he helped create can claim it has the
legitimacy of the people, since unlike the
governor, all 60 members were elected, di-
rectly or indirectly.

China has said it will unveil its own ‘‘pro-
visional legislature’’ next year, and although
technically it will have no power until the
turnover in 1997, it is foreseen as a ‘‘shadow
legislature’’ competing with the elected one
for influence. And China is also expected to
name the team that will run the government
in Hong Kong after July 1997, meaning there
will also be a shadow executive and cabinet
waiting in the wings.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 19, 1995]
CHINA AND HONG KONG VICTORS SQUARE OFF

AFTER THE ELECTION

(By Edward A. Gargan)
HONG KONG, September 18.—As jubilant

members of Hong Kong’s Democratic Party
celebrated their sweeping defeat of pro-China
parties in legislative elections on Sunday,
Beijing renewed its promise that the legisla-
ture would be disbanded on July 1, 1997, the
day the territory is scheduled to revert to
Chinese rule.

‘‘The last legislature of the British admin-
istration in Hong Kong will end on June 30,
1997,’’ a spokesman for China’s Hong Kong
and Macao Affairs Office was quoted as say-
ing today by the New China News Agency.
‘‘The attitude of the Chinese Government on
this issue is consistent and will not change
and will not be influenced by the result of
the election.’’

But members of the Democratic Party,
founded in the wake of the 1989 Tiananmen
massacre to challenge China’s plans for con-
trolling Hong Kong and regarded by Beijing
as a subversive organization, refused to ac-
cept what appears to be the inevitable de-
mise of their careers as lawmakers.

‘‘This election makes clear the will of
Hong Kong,’’ said Martin C.M. Lee, the par-
ty’s chairman who decisively regained his
seat in the Legislative Council. ‘‘This elec-
tion is a referendum on the aspirations of
the people of Hong Kong.’’

‘‘Hong Kong people voted with their hearts
and their minds for freedom and genuine de-
mocracy,’’ he said. ‘‘The elections, in short,
are a mandate for democratic government in
Hong Kong and real constitutional, legal and
human rights reform to ensure basic free-
doms in Hong Kong after 1997.’’

Sunday’s elections for the 60-seat Legisla-
tive Council, the last under more than a cen-
tury of British rule, marked the first time
that all seats were elected, whether directly
or indirectly.

The Democrats took 12 of the 20 directly
elected seats, and secured another 7 indi-
rectly elected seats. Another 10 to 12 success-
ful candidates who ran as independents or
from smaller parties are regarded as allied to
the Democrats, potentially giving the pro-
democracy bloc a majority in the new legis-
lature.

Most surprising, commentators said, was
the defeat of the pro-China Democratic Alli-
ance for the Betterment of Hong Kong. The
party’s top three officials were defeated and
the party managed to secure only six seats,
all but two from indirectly elected constitu-
encies.

‘‘From the Hong Kong people’s point of
view, the message is quite clear,’’ said Jo-
seph Cheng, a professor at City University of
Hong Kong’s Contemporary China Research
Center. ‘‘The Hong Kong people always want
a spokesman who can criticize China and
who can provide checks and balances.’’

In their monthlong campaign, the pro-
China candidates hammered the theme of
their close relationship with the Chinese
Government, cautioning Hong Kong voters
that their interests would be best served by
electing legislators who could communicate
well with Beijing. Many Democratic can-
didates described that campaign as little
short of blackmail, a suggestion that seemed
to be borne out today in bitter comments by
Gary Cheng Kai-nam, the No. 2 official in the
pro-China party.

‘‘The Hong Kong people will have to pay
for it,’’ he said, referring to the strong show-
ing by the Democratic Party. ‘‘We warned
that it would be better to see different
voices.’’

Chinese companies, newspapers and the
Chinese Government’s official presence here,
the Hong Kong office of the New China News
Agency, were active throughout the cam-
paign in support of the Alliance. Employees
in Chinese companies were aggressively lob-
bied, left-wing unions rallied members to
volunteer for Alliance campaigns and the
pro-China newspapers daily assailed the
Democrats for anti-China attitudes.

But the poor showing by pro-China can-
didates has created, in many people’s views,
new problems for China, one put bluntly by
Gov. Christopher Patten, the architect of the
elections.

‘‘Everybody has to recognize the results,’’
Mr. Patten said at a news conference today.
‘‘Everybody has to recognize that Hong Kong
has expressed its views about the present and
the future with great clarity.’’

Today, in one of his most forceful com-
ments, Mr. Patten challenged China today to
show how the elections violated either agree-
ments reached with Britain or the territory’s
constitution, the Basic Law.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 19, 1995]
HONG KONG VOTES FOR DEMOCRACY

Hong Kong’s voters declared overwhelm-
ingly on Sunday their preference for democ-
racy and their doubts about Beijing’s plans
for the colony’s future. Pro-China candidates
lost consistently to members of the Demo-
cratic Party, which favors autonomy for
Hong Kong after the planned takeover by
China in 1997.

Ominously, China quickly threatened to
dissolve the newly-elected Legislative Coun-
cil. Perhaps even more ominously, Gary
Cheng Kai-nam, an official of the pro-Chi-
nese Democratic Alliance for the Betterment
of Hong Kong, said the colony’s six million
people would ‘‘have to pay for’’ their choice.
It is not in the interest of either Hong Kong
or China for Beijing to crush Hong Kong’s vi-
brant economy and developing democracy in
1997.

Britain is to hand Hong Kong over to
Beijing’s control when the 99-year lease on
the colony expires. The agreement governing
the terms of the handover was signed in 1984,
at a time when China seemed to be liberaliz-
ing both its economic and political systems.
Hong Kong’s political structure then was not
strictly democratic, and the prospects for
finding a workable accommodation between
the two systems seemed difficult but not im-
possible.

But since the Chinese crackdown on de-
mocracy demonstrations in Tiananmen
Square in 1989, the match has seemed in-
creasingly awkward. Hong Kong residents
showed their revulsion for Beijing’s brutality
in a one-million-strong demonstration after
the tanks rolled through Tiananmen Square.
Since then Christopher Patten, Britain’s last
Hong Kong Governor, has sought to encour-
age and strengthen democratic institutions.
Sunday’s balloting was his latest move to
cross the Chinese.

If China takes a heavy-handed approach
and eliminates the new political institutions
that Hong Kong’s people clearly want, it
risks undermining the business confidence
that makes the territory such a valuable
asset. Political turmoil is the enemy of a
flourishing economy.

Beijing needs to take a longer view. If it
wishes to preserve Hong Kong’s unique role
as a regional financial hub, it must find ways
to accommodate its lively, individualistic
culture, flavored by its long-term and inti-
mate relationship with Western capitalism.
Hong Kong’s people, many of them refugees
from the mainland, will not be easily si-
lenced.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 19,
1996]

HONG KONG VOTERS HAND SETBACK TO
CANDIDATES BACKED BY BEIJING

(By Peter Stein)

HONG KONG.—Voters here signaled their
willingness to stand up to China by giving
pro-democracy candidates to the territory’s
Legislature a landslide victory over their
China-backed opponents.

The magnitude of their triumph in the last
Hong Kong elections to be held before the
British colony reverts to Chinese sov-
ereignty in mid-1997 seemed to take even the
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pro-democracy camp by surprise. Led by
Chairman Martin Lee, the Democratic Party
won 19 out of the 25 seats they contested,
while allies of the Democrats secured eight
more seats in the 60-seat Legislative Council.
Before the vote, campaign staff had pri-
vately anticipated the party winning about
15 seats.

China-backed candidates fared worse than
expected. The pro-China Democratic Alli-
ance for the Betterment of Hong Kong won
six seats. But the party’s top leadership, in-
cluding Chairman Tsang Yok Sing, a Marxist
schoolteacher, were defeated by pro-demo-
cratic candidates.

Sunday’s vote, Hong Kong’s broadest exer-
cise in democracy, represented the culmina-
tion of political reforms first introduced by
Gov. Chris Pattern three years ago. Riled by
those reforms, China has already vowed to
dissolve Hong Kong’s Legislature when it
takes control of the territory July 1, 1997.

For Hong Kong’s pro-democracy camp,
which also swept the 1991 elections, the per-
formance was a vindication of its hardline
approach to dealing with China. ‘‘It has cer-
tainly quelled all our doubts as to whether
we enjoy the support of the Hong Kong peo-
ple,’’ Mr. Lee said. The results signaled that
‘‘Hong Kong people love democracy, they
love the rule of law, they want their rights
preserved.’’

Throughout the campaign, China-backed
candidates attacked the Democrats and their
allies for their inability to enter into a dia-
logue with Beijing. Meanwhile, the pro-de-
mocracy candidates campaigned on their
willingness to stand tough against Beijing on
issues such as preserving Hong Kong’s rule of
law. Democrats campaigned hard against a
compromise agreement between China and
Britain on Hong Kong’s future court of final
appeal, which they argue will destroy the
independence of Hong Kong’s judiciary.

China’ official Xinhua news agency, report-
ing on the election, avoided any mention of
the Democrats’ victory. ‘‘The results of the
Hong Kong Legislative Council elections
showed that hope for a smooth transition
and love of the motherland and Hong Kong
remain the main trend in Hong Kong,’’ a
Xinhua spokesman was quoted as saying.
The spokesman nonetheless branded the
elections as ‘‘unfair and unreasonable.’’

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 19,
1995]

ONE CHINA?
Coming on the heels of all the recent thun-

der out of China, the Hong Kong elections
have a significance reaching far beyond one
island. Especially since the anti-Beijing out-
come is certain to be repeated in legislative
elections in Taiwan in December, it’s time
for the U.S. and other democracies to review
the basics of their China policy.

The ‘‘one China’’ policy was originally set
out in the famous 1972 Shanghai commu-
nique. The U.S. declared that it ‘‘acknowl-
edges that all Chinese on either side of the
Taiwan Strait maintain there is but one
China and that Taiwan is part of China. The
United States government does not chal-
lenge that position. It reaffirms its interest
in a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan ques-
tion by the Chinese themselves.’’ (In the
same communique, China declared ‘‘China
will never be a superpower and its opposes
hegemony and power politics of any kind.’’)

When the U.S. established diplomatic rela-
tions with Beijing and suspended them with
Taiwan in 1978, the joint communique stated
that ‘‘the people of the United States will
maintain cultural, commercial and other un-
official relations with the people of Taiwan.’’
In a unilateral statement at the same time,
the U.S. declared that it ‘‘expects that the

Taiwan issue will be settled peacefully by
the Chinese themselves.’’ These understand-
ings were codified into U.S. law by the Tai-
wan Relations Act of 1979.

In 1982, when the U.S. agreed to reduce
arms sales to Taiwan, President Reagan is-
sued a statement that the policy was based
on ‘‘the full expectation that the approach of
the Chinese government to the resolution of
the Taiwan issue will continue to be peace-
ful.’’ He added, a ‘‘We will not interfere in
this matter or prejudice the free choice of, or
put pressure on, the people of Taiwan in this
matter.’’

These are the principles that the U.S. has
followed ever since Richard Nixon and Henry
Kissinger started the rapprochement with
China. They stress above all that reunifica-
tion should be peaceful. And they include a
not-so-tacit premise that reunification is the
desire of Chinese people on both sides of the
Taiwan Strait, a premise that looks increas-
ingly dubious.

To sharpen the point, throughout the his-
tory of the ‘‘one China’’ policy the United
States has studiously avoided any suggestion
that it would participate in forcing Taiwan
into China against the will of its people. Of
course this is precisely what Beijing wants
when it talks of ‘‘one China’’ or ‘‘sov-
ereignty’’ or an ‘‘internal matter.’’ The
course of events is splitting this delicate
straddle, and a yes-or-no answer may im-
pend.

This is why China threw a tantrum over
the visit to Cornell by Taiwanese President
Lee Teng-hui, though to use a college re-
union looks like the unofficial relations con-
templated by the 1978 communique. The mis-
sile tests splashing down north of Taiwan
were a clumsy effort to intimidate the elec-
torate there. President Lee has been pushing
for more recognition of Taiwan in inter-
national organizations such as the World
Trade Organization and the International
Monetary Fund. The opposition party takes
the position that Taiwan already is an inde-
pendent nation; it holds a third of the par-
liamentary seats, and expects to gain in De-
cember.

China’s efforts at intimidation will surely
backfire, as they so clearly did in Hong
Kong. While branded as ‘‘unpatriotic’’ and
‘‘subversive,’’ Hong Kong’s Democratic
Party carried 12 of 20 contested seats, while
like-minded independents took four more.
Democratic leader Martin Lee got 80% of the
votes in his own constituency, the highest
margin of any candidate. The main pro-
Beijing grouping, the DAB, captured only
two seats, while its chairman and vice chair-
man were trounced in their races. These re-
sults confounded the public opinion polls, no
doubt because residents did not give truthful
answers to callers who might be reporting to
Beijing.

It’s easy enough to understand why voters
in Hong Kong or Taiwan would have doubts
about being ruled by the present government
of China. It’s been prone to lurches such as
the Cultural Revolution and the post-
Tiananmen crackdown. But at the same
time, the current Chinese leadership can
rightly feel that it has done much for its
people over the past decade, by unleashing
the economy and hastening development. In
particular, an educated middle class has al-
ready started to emerge. The shape of Chi-
na’s transition, internal and external, will be
determined by Chinese, but America and the
Western World can help or hurt the pros-
pects. With the Cold War over, surely there
are few more important diplomatic tasks
than incorporating a quarter of mankind
into a peaceful and prosperous world system.

What China most of all needs from the
world’s remaining superpower is a constancy
that has been sorely lacking. The world

would have been far better off if the Clinton
Administration had from the first said it
would decide who could visit Ithaca. China
did in the end release Harry Wu, after all,
and has agreed to negotiate a code of con-
duct concerning the disputed and possibly
oil-rich Spratly Islands. Beijing, that is, is
perfectly capable of acting responsibly if
someone stands up and asks it to.

The U.S. should be telling the Chinese au-
thorities something like this: That the U.S.
intends to maintain its historic ‘‘one China’’
policy, wishing the Han people well in efforts
to forge one nation, but steadfastly opposing
the use of force. That it’s unthinkable that
the U.S. would try to coerce a democratic
Taiwan into an unwilling union, and seeking
such an American commitment will be dis-
ruptive and counterproductive. That with
the incorporation of Hong Kong in 1997,
China will have an opportunity to show good
faith by keeping its promise of a high degree
of autonomy. That bringing Hong Kong to
heel, destroying its institutions, is the last
policy likely to result in a one China.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EX-
PORT FINANCING, AND RELATED
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

DOLE (AND HELMS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2707

Mr. HELMS (for Mr. DOLE for himself
and Mr. HELMS) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 1868) making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the end of the committee amendment,
add the following new title:
TITLE VII—CONSOLIDATION AND

REINVENTION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
AGENCIES

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign Af-

fairs Reinvention Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 702. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this title are—
(1) to reorganize and reinvent the foreign

affairs agencies of the United States in order
to enhance the formulation, coordination,
and implementation of United States foreign
policy;

(2) to streamline and consolidate the func-
tions and personnel of the Department of
State, the Agency for International Develop-
ment, the United States Information Agen-
cy, and the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency in order to eliminate
redundancies in the functions and personnel
of such agencies;

(3) to assist congressional efforts to bal-
ance the Federal budget and reduce the Fed-
eral debt;

(4) to strengthen the authority of United
States ambassadors over all United States
Government personnel and resources located
in United States diplomatic missions in
order to enhance the ability of the ambas-
sadors to deploy such personnel and re-
sources to the best effect to attain the Presi-
dent’s foreign policy objectives;

(5) to encourage United States foreign af-
fairs agencies to maintain a high percentage
of the best qualified, most competent United
States citizens serving in the United States
Government while downsizing significantly
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the total number of people employed by such
agencies; and

(6) to ensure that all functions of United
States diplomacy be subject to recruitment,
training, assignment, promotion, and egress
based on common standards and procedures
while preserving maximum interchange
among such functions.

CHAPTER 1—REORGANIZATION OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES

SEC. 711. REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF STATE AND INDEPENDENT
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES.

(a) SUBMISSION OF REORGANIZATION
PLANS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to transmit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a reorganization plan or
plans providing for the streamlining and con-
solidation of the foreign affairs agencies of
the United States in order to carry out the
purposes of section 702.

(2) ABOLITION OF AT LEAST TWO OF THE INDE-
PENDENT FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES.—The
authority of paragraph (1) includes the au-
thority to submit a plan providing for—

(A) the abolition of independent foreign af-
fairs agencies which are described in at least
two of the following clauses:

(i) The United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency;

(ii) The United States Information Agency;
and

(iii) The Agency for International Develop-
ment and the International Development Co-
operation Agency (exclusive of any compo-
nent expressly established by statute); and

(B) the elimination in the duplication of
functions and personnel between the Depart-
ment of State and such other agency or
agencies not abolished under subparagraph
(A);

(C) the reduction in the aggregate number
of positions in the Department of State and
the independent foreign affairs agencies
abolished pursuant to subparagraph (A)
which are classified at each of levels II, III,
and IV of the Executive Schedule;

(D) the reorganization and streamlining of
the Department of State;

(E) the achievement of a cost savings of at
least $3,000,000,000 over 4 years through the
consolidation of agencies;

(F) the enhancement of the formulation,
coordination, and implementation of policy;
and

(G) the maintenance, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, of a United States presence
abroad within budgetary constraints.

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—Each plan under sub-
section (a), consistent with the provisions of
this title, shall—

(1) identify the functions of the independ-
ent foreign affairs agency or agencies that
will be transferred to the Department of
State under the plan, as well as those that
will be abolished under the plan;

(2) identify the personnel and positions of
the agency or agencies (including civil serv-
ice personnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred to the De-
partment, separated from service with the
agency or agencies, or be eliminated under
the plan, and set forth a schedule for such
transfers, separations, and terminations;

(3) identify the personnel and positions of
the Department (including civil service per-
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred within the
Department, separated from service with the
Department, or eliminated under the plan
and set forth a schedule for such transfers,
separations, and terminations;

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga-
nization of functions of the Department that
will be required under the plan in order to
permit the Department to carry out the

functions transferred to the Department
under the plan;

(5) specify the funds available to the inde-
pendent foreign affairs agency or agencies
that will be transferred to the Department
under this title as a result of the implemen-
tation of the plan;

(6) specify the proposed allocations within
the Department of unexpended funds of the
independent foreign affairs agency or agen-
cies;

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the
property, facilities, contracts, records, and
other assets and liabilities of the independ-
ent foreign affairs agency or agencies result-
ing from the abolition of any such agency
and the transfer of the functions of the inde-
pendent foreign affairs agencies to the De-
partment; and

(8) contain a certification by the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget that
the Director estimates that the plan will
achieve a budgetary cost savings to the Fed-
eral Government of at least $3,000,000,000 dur-
ing the first four years after the plan be-
comes effective.

(c) LIMITATIONS ON CONTENTS OF PLAN.—(1)
Sections 903, 904, and 905 of title 5, United
States Code, shall apply to the plan trans-
mitted under subsection (a), except that—

(1) the President may not withdraw a plan
prior to the conclusion of the 60-day period
of continuous session of Congress following
the date on which the plan is submitted; and

(2) the plan may not establish a new agen-
cy or other independent entity within the ex-
ecutive branch of Government.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE OF PLAN.—(1)(A) A plan
transmitted under subsection (a) shall be-
come effective on a date which is 60 calendar
days of continuous session of Congress after
the date on which the plan is transmitted to
Congress, unless the Congress enacts a joint
resolution, in accordance with subsection (e),
disapproving the plan.

(B) Except as otherwise provided in this
chapter, any provision of a plan submitted
under subsection (a) may take effect later
than the date on which the plan becomes ef-
fective.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—
(A) continuity of session is broken only by

an adjournment of Congress sine die; and
(B) the days on which either House is not

in session because of an adjournment of more
than 3 days to a day certain are excluded in
the computation of any period of time in
which Congress is in continuous session.

(e) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), sec-
tions 908, 910, 911, and 912 of title 5, United
States Code, shall apply to the consideration
by Congress of a joint resolution described in
paragraph (3) that is introduced in a House
of Congress.

(2) The following requirements shall apply
to actions described in paragraph (1) without
regard to chapter 9 of title 5, United States
Code:

(A) A referral of joint resolutions under
this section may only be made to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives.

(B) The reference in section 908 of such
title to reorganization plans transmitted on
or before December 31, 1984, shall have no
force or effect.

(3) A joint resolution under this section
means only a joint resolution of the Con-
gress, the matter after the resolving clause
of which is as follows: ‘‘That the Congress
disapproves the reorganization plan num-
bered ll transmitted to the Congress by
the President on ll, 19ll’’, which plan
may include such modifications and revi-
sions as are submitted by the President
under section 903(c) of title 5, United States

Code. The blank spaces therein are to be
filled appropriately.

(4) The provisions of this subsection super-
sede any other provision of law.

(f) ABOLITION OF INDEPENDENT FOREIGN AF-
FAIRS AGENCIES.—If the President does not
transmit to Congress within six months after
the date of enactment of this Act a single re-
organization plan meeting the requirements
of subsection (a)(2), or does not fully imple-
ment a plan so transmitted and made effec-
tive under this section, then the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the United States Information
Agency, the Agency for International Devel-
opment, and the International Development
Cooperation Agency (exclusive of compo-
nents expressly established by statute or re-
organization plan) shall be abolished as of
March 1, 1997, and the functions of such agen-
cies shall be transferred in accordance with
section 712.

(g) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
(1) the term ‘‘foreign affairs agencies’’

means the Department of State and the inde-
pendent foreign affairs agencies; and

(2) the term ‘‘independent foreign affairs
agencies’’ means such Federal agencies
(other than the Department of State) that
solely perform functions that are funded
under major budget category 150 and in-
cludes the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, the United States In-
formation Agency, the Agency for Inter-
national Development, and the International
Development Cooperation Agency.
SEC. 712. TRANSFERS OF FUNCTIONS.

(a) DEPARTMENT OF STATE.—In the event of
the abolition of the agencies specified in sec-
tion 711(f) in accordance with that sub-
section, there are transferred to, and vested
in, the Secretary of State on March 1, 1997,
all functions vested by law (including by re-
organization plan approved before the date of
the enactment of this Act pursuant to chap-
ter 9 of title 5, United States Code) in, or ex-
ercised by, the head of each of such agencies,
the agencies themselves, or officers, employ-
ees, or components thereof, immediately
prior to such date, except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section.

(b) BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS.—
There are transferred to, and vested in, a
broadcasting board of governors to be estab-
lished within the Department of State on
March 1, 1997, all functions vested by law in,
or exercised by, the Broadcasting Board of
Governors of the United States Information
Agency as of the day before that date.
SEC. 713. VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO PAY INCENTIVES.—The
head of an agency referred to in subsection
(b) may pay voluntary incentive payments to
employees of the agency in order to avoid or
minimize the need for involuntary separa-
tions from the agency as a result of the abo-
lition of the agency and the consolidation of
functions of the Department of State under
this title.

(b) COVERED AGENCIES.—Subsection (a) ap-
plies to the following agencies:

(1) The Department of State.
(2) The United States Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency.
(3) The United States Information Agency.
(4) The Agency for International Develop-

ment.
(c) PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The head

of an agency shall pay voluntary separation
incentive payments in accordance with the
provisions of section 3 of the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103-226; 108 Stat. 111), except that an em-
ployee of the agency shall be deemed to be
eligible for payment of a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under that section if
the employee separates from service with
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the agency during the period beginning on
the date of enactment of this Act and ending
on February 28, 1997.

(2) The provisions of subsection (d) of such
section 3 shall apply to any employee who is
paid a voluntary separation incentive pay-
ment under this section.

(d) FUNDING.—The payment of voluntary
separation incentive payments under this
section shall be made from funds in the For-
eign Affairs Reorganization Transition Fund
established under section 1104. The Secretary
of State may transfer sums in that Fund to
the head of an agency under subsection
(e)(1)(B) of that section for payment of such
payments by the agency head.

(e) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of the head of an agency to authorize
payment of voluntary separation incentive
payments under this section shall expire on
February 28, 1997.
SEC. 714. TRANSITION FUND.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished on the books of the Treasury an ac-
count to be known as the ‘‘Foreign Affairs
Reorganization Transition Fund’’.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the account
is to provide funds for the orderly transfer of
functions and personnel to the Department
of State as a result of the implementation of
this title and for payment of other costs as-
sociated with the consolidation of foreign af-
fairs agencies under this title.

(c) DEPOSITS.—(1) Subject to paragraphs (2)
and (3), there shall be deposited into the ac-
count the following:

(A) Funds appropriated to the account pur-
suant to the authorization of appropriations
in subsection (j).

(B) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary of State from funds that are
transferred to the Secretary by the head of
an agency under subsection (d).

(C) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary from funds that are trans-
ferred to the Department of State together
with the transfer of functions to the Depart-
ment under this title and that are not re-
quired by the Secretary in order to carry out
the functions.

(D) Funds transferred to the account by
the Secretary from any unobligated funds
that are appropriated or otherwise made
available to the Department.

(2) The Secretary may transfer funds to
the account under subparagraph (C) of para-
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac-
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of that paragraph is inadequate to pay the
costs of carrying out this title.

(3) The Secretary may transfer funds to
the account under subparagraph (D) of para-
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac-
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) of that paragraph is inadequate to
pay the costs of carrying out this title.

(d) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF
STATE.—The head of a transferor agency
shall transfer to the Secretary the amount,
if any, of the unobligated funds appropriated
or otherwise made available to the agency
for functions of the agency that are abol-
ished under this title which funds are not re-
quired to carry out the functions of the
agency as a result of the abolishment of the
functions under this title.

(e) USE OF FUNDS.—(1)(A) Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary
shall use sums in the account for payment of
the costs of carrying out this title, including
costs relating to the consolidation of func-
tions of the Department of State and relat-
ing to the termination of employees of the
Department.

(B) The Secretary may transfer sums in
the account to the head of an agency to be

abolished under this title for payment by the
head of the agency of the cost of carrying
out a voluntary separation incentive pro-
gram at the agency under section 713.

(2) Funds in the account shall be available
for the payment of costs under paragraph (1)
without fiscal year limitation.

(3) Funds in the account may be used only
for purposes of paying the costs of carrying
out this title.

(f) TREATMENT OF UNOBLIGATED BAL-
ANCES.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), unobli-
gated funds, if any, which remain in the ac-
count after the payment of the costs de-
scribed in subsection (e)(1) shall be trans-
ferred to Department of State and shall be
available to the Secretary of State for pur-
poses of carrying out the functions of the De-
partment.

(2) The Secretary may not transfer funds
in the account to the Department under
paragraph (1) unless the appropriate congres-
sional committees are notified in advance of
such transfer in accordance with the proce-
dures applicable to reprogramming notifica-
tions under section 34 of the State Depart-
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956.

(g) REPORT ON ACCOUNT.—Not later than
October 1, 1998, the Secretary of State shall
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report containing an account-
ing of—

(1) the expenditures from the account es-
tablished under this section; and

(2) in the event of any transfer of funds to
the Department of State under subsection
(f), the functions for which the funds so
transferred were expended.

(i) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO USE AC-
COUNT.—The Secretary may not obligate
funds in the account after September 30,
1999.

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$200,000,000 for deposit under subsection (c)(1)
into the account established under sub-
section (a).
SEC. 715. ASSUMPTION OF DUTIES BY APPRO-

PRIATE APPOINTEES.
An individual holding office on the date of

the enactment of this Act—
(1) who was appointed to the office by the

President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate;

(2) who is transferred to a new office in the
Department of State under this title; and

(3) who performs duties in such new office
that are substantially similar to the duties
performed by the individual in the office
held on such date,
may, in the discretion of the Secretary of
State, assume the duties of such new office,
and shall not be required to be reappointed
by reason of the enactment of this title.
SEC. 716. RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES OF ABOLISHED

AGENCIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided by this title, the transfer pursuant to
this title of full-time personnel (except spe-
cial Government employees) and part-time
personnel holding permanent positions shall
not cause any such employee to be separated
or reduced in grade or compensation for 1
year after the date of transfer of such em-
ployee under this title.

(b) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE POSITIONS.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this title, any
person who, on the day preceding the date of
the abolition of a transferor agency under
this title, held a position in such an agency
that was compensated in accordance with
the Executive Schedule prescribed in chapter
53 of title 5, United States Code, and who,
without a break in service, is appointed in
the Department of State to a position having
duties comparable to the duties performed
immediately preceding such appointment

shall continue to be compensated in such
new position at not less than the rate pro-
vided for such previous position, for the du-
ration of the service of such person in such
new position.

(c) TERMINATION OF CERTAIN POSITIONS.—
Positions whose incumbents are appointed
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, the functions of which
are transferred under this title, shall termi-
nate on the date of the transferal of the
functions under this title.

(d) EXCEPTED SERVICE.—(1) Subject to para-
graph (2), in the case of employees occupying
positions in the excepted service or the Sen-
ior Executive Service, any appointment au-
thority established pursuant to law or regu-
lations of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment for filling such positions shall be trans-
ferred.

(2) The Department of State may decline a
transfer of authority under paragraph (1)
(and the employees appointed pursuant
thereto) to the extent that such authority
relates to positions excepted from the com-
petitive service because of their confidential,
policy-making, policy-determining, or pol-
icy-advocating character, and noncareer po-
sitions in the Senior Executive Service
(within the meaning of section 3132(a)(7) of
title 5, United States Code).

(e) EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS.—(1) Any
employee accepting employment with the
Department of State as a result of such
transfer may retain for 1 year after the date
such transfer occurs membership in any em-
ployee benefit program of the transferor
agency, including insurance, to which such
employee belongs on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act if—

(A) the employee does not elect to give up
the benefit or membership in the program;
and

(B) the benefit or program is continued by
the Secretary of State.

(2) The difference in the costs between the
benefits which would have been provided by
such agency or entity and those provided by
this section shall be paid by the Secretary of
State. If any employee elects to give up
membership in a health insurance program
or the health insurance program is not con-
tinued by the Secretary of State, the em-
ployee shall be permitted to select an alter-
nate Federal health insurance program with-
in 30 days of such election or notice, without
regard to any other regularly scheduled open
season.

(f) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.—A transfer-
ring employee in the Senior Executive Serv-
ice shall be placed in a comparable position
at the Department of State.

(g) ASSIGNMENTS.—(1) Transferring employ-
ees shall receive notice of their position as-
signments not later than the date on which
the reorganization plan setting forth the
transferal of such employees is transmitted
to the appropriate congressional committees
under this title.

(2) Foreign Service personnel transferred
to the Department of State pursuant to this
title shall be eligible for any assignment
open to Foreign Service personnel within the
Department.
SEC. 717. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this title, the personnel employed in
connection with, and the assets, liabilities,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, authorizations,
allocations, and other funds employed, used,
held, arising from, available to, or to be
made available in connection with the func-
tions transferred under this title, subject to
section 1531 of title 31, United States Code,
shall be transferred to the Department of
State.
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(b) TREATMENT OF PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN

TERMINATED FUNCTIONS.—The following shall
apply with respect to officers and employees
of a transferor agency that are not trans-
ferred under this title:

(1) Under such regulations as the Office of
Personnel Management may prescribe, the
head of any agency in the executive branch
may appoint in the competitive service any
person who is certified by the head of the
transferor agency as having served satisfac-
torily in the transferor agency and who
passes such examination as the Office of Per-
sonnel Management may prescribe. Any per-
son so appointed shall, upon completion of
the prescribed probationary period, acquire a
competitive status.

(2) The head of any agency in the executive
branch having an established merit system
in the excepted service may appoint in such
service any person who is certified by the
head of the transferor agency as having
served satisfactorily in the transferor agency
and who passes such examination as the head
of such agency in the executive branch may
prescribe.

(3) Any appointment under this subsection
shall be made within a period of 1 year after
completion of the appointee’s service in the
transferor agency.

(4) Any law, Executive order, or regulation
which would disqualify an applicant for ap-
pointment in the competitive service or in
the excepted service concerned shall also dis-
qualify an applicant for appointment under
this subsection.
SEC. 718. PERSONNEL AUTHORITIES FOR TRANS-

FERRED FUNCTIONS.
(a) APPOINTMENTS.—(1) Subject to para-

graph (2), the Secretary of State may ap-
point and fix the compensation of such offi-
cers and employees, including investigators,
attorneys, and administrative law judges, as
may be necessary to carry out the respective
functions transferred to the Department of
State under this title. Except as otherwise
provided by law, such officers and employees
shall be appointed in accordance with the
civil service laws and their compensation
fixed in accordance with title 5, United
States Code.

(2) A person employed under paragraph (1)
may not continue in such employment after
the end of the period (as determined by the
Secretary) required for the transferal of
functions under this title.

(b) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Sec-
retary of State may obtain the services of
experts and consultants in connection with
functions transferred to the Department of
State under this title in accordance with sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, and
compensate such experts and consultants for
each day (including traveltime) at rates not
in excess of the rate of pay for level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
such title. The head Secretary may pay ex-
perts and consultants who are serving away
from their homes or regular place of business
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence at rates authorized by sections 5702
and 5703 of such title for persons in Govern-
ment service employed intermittently.
SEC. 719. PROPERTY AND FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
shall review the property and facilities of
each transferor agency for purposes of deter-
mining if the property is required by the De-
partment of State in order to carry out the
functions of the Department after the trans-
fer of functions to the Department under
this title.

(b) DEADLINE FOR TRANSFER.—Not later
than March 1, 1997, all property and facilities
within the custody of the transferor agencies
shall be transferred to the custody of the
Secretary of State.

SEC. 720. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT.
Except where otherwise expressly prohib-

ited by law or otherwise provided by this
title, the Secretary of State may delegate
any of the functions transferred to the Sec-
retary under this title and any function
transferred or granted to the Secretary after
the effective date of this title to such offi-
cers and employees of the Department of
State as the Secretary may designate, and
may authorize successive redelegations of
such functions as may be necessary or appro-
priate. No delegation of functions by the
Secretary under this section or under any
other provision of this title shall relieve the
Secretary of responsibility for the adminis-
tration of such functions.
SEC. 721. RULES.

The Secretary of State may prescribe, in
accordance with the provisions of chapters 5
and 6 of title 5, United States Code, such
rules and regulations as the Secretary deter-
mines necessary or appropriate to admin-
ister and manage the functions of the De-
partment of State after the transfer of func-
tions to the Department under this title.
SEC. 722. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget may, at such time or times as
the Director shall provide, make such addi-
tional incidental dispositions of personnel,
assets, liabilities, grants, contracts, prop-
erty, records, and unexpended balances of ap-
propriations, authorizations, allocations,
and other funds held, used, arising from,
available to, or to be made available in con-
nection with such functions, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this
title. The Director shall provide for the ter-
mination of the affairs of all entities termi-
nated by this title and for such further meas-
ures and dispositions as may be necessary to
effectuate the purposes of this title.
SEC. 723. EFFECT ON CONTRACTS AND GRANTS.

(a) PROHIBITION ON NEW OR EXTENDED CON-
TRACTS OR GRANTS.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the United States Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, the United
States Information Agency, and the Agency
for International Development may not—

(1) enter into a contract or agreement
which will continue in force after the termi-
nation date, if any, of such agency under this
title;

(2) extend the term of an existing contract
or agreement of such agency to a date after
such date; or

(3) make a grant which will continue in
force after such date.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to the following:

(1) Contracts and agreements for carrying
out essential administrative functions.

(2) Contracts and agreements for functions
and activities that the Secretary of State de-
termines will be carried out by the Depart-
ment of State after the termination of the
agency concerned under this title.

(3) Grants relating to the functions and ac-
tivities referred to in paragraph (2).

(c) EVALUATION AND TERMINATION OF EXIST-
ING CONTRACTS.—The Secretary of State and
the head of each agency referred to in sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) review the contracts of such agency
that will continue in force after the date, if
any, of the abolishment of the agency under
this title in order to determine if the cost of
abrogating such contracts before that date
would be exceed the cost of carrying out the
contract according to its terms; and

(2) in the case of each contract so deter-
mined, provide for the termination of the
contract in the most cost-effective manner
practicable.
SEC. 724. SAVINGS PROVISIONS.

(a) CONTINUING EFFECT OF LEGAL DOCU-
MENTS.—All orders, determinations, rules,

regulations, permits, agreements, grants,
contracts, certificates, licenses, registra-
tions, privileges, and other administrative
actions—

(1) which have been issued, made, granted,
or allowed to become effective by the Presi-
dent, any Federal agency or official thereof,
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in
the performance of functions which are
transferred under this title, and

(2) which are in effect at the time this title
takes effect, or were final before the effec-
tive date of this title and are to become ef-
fective on or after the effective date of this
title,
shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, super-
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance
with law by the President, the Secretary of
State or other authorized official, a court of
competent jurisdiction, or by operation of
law.

(b) PROCEEDINGS NOT AFFECTED.—The pro-
visions of this title shall not affect any pro-
ceedings, including notices of proposed rule-
making, or any application for any license,
permit, certificate, or financial assistance
pending before the transferor agency at the
time this title takes effect for that agency,
with respect to functions transferred under
this title but such proceedings and applica-
tions shall be continued. Orders shall be is-
sued in such proceedings, appeals shall be
taken therefrom, and payments shall be
made pursuant to such orders, as if this title
had not been enacted, and orders issued in
any such proceedings shall continue in effect
until modified, terminated, superseded, or
revoked by a duly authorized official, by a
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper-
ation of law. Nothing in this subsection shall
be deemed to prohibit the discontinuance or
modification of any such proceeding under
the same terms and conditions and to the
same extent that such proceeding could have
been discontinued or modified if this title
had not been enacted.

(c) SUITS NOT AFFECTED.—The provisions
of this title shall not affect suits commenced
before the effective date of this title, and in
all such suits, proceedings shall be had, ap-
peals taken, and judgments rendered in the
same manner and with the same effect as if
this title had not been enacted.

(d) NONABATEMENT OF ACTIONS.—No suit,
action, or other proceeding commenced by or
against the transferor agency, or by or
against any individual in the official capac-
ity of such individual as an officer of the
transferor agency, shall abate by reason of
the enactment of this title.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS RELATING TO
PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—Any ad-
ministrative action relating to the prepara-
tion or promulgation of a regulation by the
transferor agency relating to a function
transferred under this title may be contin-
ued by the Secretary of State with the same
effect as if this title had not been enacted.

SEC. 725. SEPARABILITY.

If a provision of this title or its application
to any person or circumstance is held in-
valid, neither the remainder of this title nor
the application of the provision to other per-
sons or circumstances shall be affected.

SEC. 726. TRANSITION.

The Secretary of State may utilize—
(1) the services of such officers, employees,

and other personnel of the transferor agency
with respect to functions transferred to the
Department of State under this title; and

(2) funds appropriated to such functions for
such period of time as may reasonably be
needed to facilitate the orderly implementa-
tion of this title.
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SEC. 727. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.

The President may submit a report to the
appropriate congressional committees con-
taining such recommendations for such addi-
tional technical and conforming amend-
ments to the laws of the United States as
may be appropriate to reflect the changes
made by this title.

SEC. 728. FINAL REPORT.

Not later than October 1, 1998, the Presi-
dent shall provide by written report to the
Congress a final accounting of the finances
and operations of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, the Unit-
ed States Information Agency, and the Agen-
cy for International Development.

SEC. 729. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this chapter, unless other-
wise provided or indicated by the context—

(1) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the Committee
on International Relations and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives;

(2) the term ‘‘Federal agency’’ has the
meaning given to the term ‘‘agency’’ by sec-
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code;

(3) the term ‘‘function’’ means any duty,
obligation, power, authority, responsibility,
right, privilege, activity, or program;

(4) the term ‘‘office’’ includes any office,
administration, agency, institute, unit, orga-
nizational entity, or component thereof;

(5) the term ‘‘transferee agency’’ means—
(A) the Department of State, with respect

to functions transferred under section 712(a),
or as otherwise specified in a reorganization
plan under this title; and

(B) the Broadcasting Board of Governors of
the Department of State, with respect to
functions transferred under section 712(b);
and

(6) the term ‘‘transferor agency’’ refers
to—

(A) each of the agencies specified in sec-
tion 711(f), except that in the case of the
functions of the Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors, the transferor agency is the Broad-
casting Board of Governors within the Unit-
ed States Information Agency; and

(B) Such other agency or instrumentality
as may be specified in a reorganization plan
under this title.

SEC. 730. LIMITATION ON PERSONNEL STRENGTH
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.

(a) END FISCAL YEAR 1996 LEVELS.—The
number of employees of the Department of
State (including members of the Foreign
Service) who are authorized to be employed
as of February 28, 1997, shall not exceed a
number which is 9 percent less than the
number of such employees who are so em-
ployed immediately prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(b) END FISCAL YEAR 1997 LEVELS.—The
number of employees of the Department of
State (including members of the Foreign
Service) who are authorized to be employed
as of September 30, 1997, shall not exceed a
number which is 3 percent less than the
number of such employees who are author-
ized to be so employed as of February 28,
1997.

(c) END FISCAL YEAR 1998 LEVELS.—The
number of employees of the Department of
State (including members of the Foreign
Service) who are authorized to be employed
as of September 30, 1998, shall not exceed a
number which is 2 percent less than the
number of such employees who are author-
ized to be so employed as of September 30,
1997.

CHAPTER 2—COORDINATION OF GOVERN-
MENT PERSONNEL AT OVERSEAS POSTS

SEC. 741. PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION OF
GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL AT
OVERSEAS POSTS.

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE
ACT OF 1980.—Section 207 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3927) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c)(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the
head of each department, agency, or other
entity of the executive branch of Govern-
ment shall ensure that, in coordination with
the Department of State, the approval of the
chief of mission to a foreign country is
sought on any proposed change in the size,
composition, or mandate of employees of the
respective department, agency, or entity
(other than employees under the command of
a United States area military commander) if
the employees are performing duties in that
country.

‘‘(2) In seeking the approval of the chief of
mission under paragraph (1), the head of a
department, agency, or other entity of the
executive branch of Government shall com-
ply with the procedures set forth in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the implementing
guidelines issued thereunder.

‘‘(d) The Secretary of State, in the sole dis-
cretion of the Secretary, may accord diplo-
matic titles, privileges, and immunities to
employees of the executive branch of Gov-
ernment who are performing duties in a for-
eign country.’’.

(b) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES FOR COORDINA-
TION.—(1) The President shall conduct a re-
view of the procedures contained in National
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in
effect on June 2, 1982, and the practices in
implementation of those procedures, to de-
termine whether the procedures and prac-
tices have been effective to enhance signifi-
cantly the coordination among the several
departments, agencies, and entities of the
executive branch of Government represented
in foreign countries.

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives a report containing the findings of the
review conducted under paragraph (1), to-
gether with any recommendations for legis-
lation as the President may determine to be
necessary.

BROWN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2708

Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. HARKIN
and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra;
as follows:

At the end of the committee amendment
on page 15, line 17 through page 16, line 24,
insert the following:
SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF RESTRICTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 620E of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2375) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (e)—
(A) by striking the words ‘‘No assistance’’

and inserting the words ‘‘No military assist-
ance’’;

(B) by striking the words ‘‘in which assist-
ance is to be furnished or military equip-
ment or technology’’ and inserting the words
‘‘in which military assistance is to be fur-

nished or military equipment or tech-
nology’’; and

(C) by striking the words ‘‘the proposed
United States assistance’’ and inserting the
words ‘‘the proposed United States military
assistance’’.

(D) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ immediately after
‘‘(e)’’; and

(E) by adding the following new paragraph:
‘‘(2) The prohibitions in this section do not

apply to any assistance or transfer provided
for the purposes of:

‘‘(A) International narcotics control (in-
cluding Chapter 8 of Part I of this Act) or
any provision of law available for providing
assistance for counternarcotics purposes;

‘‘(B) Facilitating military-to-military con-
tact, training (including Chapter 5 of Part II
of this Act) and humanitarian and civic as-
sistance projects;

‘‘(C) Peacekeeping and other multilateral
operations (including Chapter 6 of Part II of
this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any
provision of law available for providing as-
sistance for peacekeeping purposes, except
that lethal military equipment provided
under this subparagraph shall be provided on
a lease or loan basis only and shall be re-
turned upon completion of the operation for
which it was provided;

‘‘(D) Antiterrorism assistance (including
Chapter 8 of Part II of this Act relating to
antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of
law available for antitorrism assistance pur-
poses;

‘‘(3) The restrictions of this subsection
shall continue to apply to contracts for the
delivery of F–16 aircraft to Pakistan.

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding the restrictions con-
tained in this subsection, military equip-
ment, technology, or defense services, other
than F–16 aircraft, may be transferred to
Pakistan pursuant to contracts or cases en-
tered into before October 1, 1990.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsections—

‘‘(f) STORAGE COSTS.—The President may
release the Government of Pakistan of its
contractual obligation to pay the United
States Government for the storage costs of
items purchased prior to October 1, 1990, but
not delivered by the United States Govern-
ment pursuant to subsection (e) and may re-
imburse the Government of Pakistan for any
such amounts paid, on such terms and condi-
tions as the President may prescribe, pro-
vided that such payments have no budgetary
impact.

‘‘(g) INAPPLICABILITY OF RESTRICTIONS TO
PREVIOUSLY OWNED ITEMS.—Section 620E(e)
does not apply to broken, worn or
unupgraded items or their equivalent which
Pakistan paid for and took possession of
prior to October 1, 1990 and which the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan sent to the United
States for repair or upgrade. Such equipment
or its equivalent may be returned to the
Government of Pakistan provided that the
President determines and so certifies to the
appropriate congressional committees that
such equipment or equivalent neither con-
stitutes nor has received any significant
qualitative upgrade since being transferred
to the United States and that its total value
does not exceed $25 million.’’

‘‘(h) BALLISTIC MISSILE SANCTIONS NOT AF-
FECTED.—Nothing contained herein shall af-
fect sanctions for transfers of missile equip-
ment or technology required under section
11B of the Export Administration Act of 1979
or section 73 of the Arms Export Control
Act.’’

D’AMATO (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2709

Mr. D’AMATO (for himself, Mr. PRES-
SLER, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SARBANES, and
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Mr. KERRY) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY

SEC.ll. Not more than $21,000,000 of the
funds appropriated in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ may be
made available to the Government of Tur-
key.

On page 11, line 10, before the period at the
end of the line, insert the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided further, That $10,000,000 of the funds
made available under this heading shall be
transferred to, and merged with, the follow-
ing accounts in the following amounts:
$5,000,000 for the Department of the Treas-
ury, and $5,000,000 for the Department of Jus-
tice, to support law enforcement training ac-
tivities in foreign countries for the purpose
of improving the effectiveness of the United
States in investigating and prosecuting
transnational offenses’’.

KASSEBAUM (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2710

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM, for herself, Mr. FEINGOLD, and
Mr. SIMON) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

LIBERIA

SEC. ll. (a) The Congress finds that—
(1) the war in Liberia begun in 1989 has

devastated that country, with more than
150,000 people killed, 800,000 people forced to
flee to other countries, and thousands of
children conscripted into the rebel armies;

(2) after nearly six years of conflict, on Au-
gust 19, 1995, the Liberia factions signed a
peace agreement in Abuja, Nigeria; and

(3) the Liberian faction leaders and re-
gional powers appear to be committed to the
most recent peace accord, including the in-
stallation of the new ruling council.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the
United States should strongly support the
peace process in Liberia, including diplo-
matic engagement, support for the west Afri-
ca peacekeeping force, humanitarian assist-
ance, and assistance for demobilizing troops
and for the resettlement of refugees.

(c) Section 1(b)(2) of Public Law 102–270 is
amended by striking ‘‘to implement the
Yamoussoukro accord’’.

REID AMENDMENT NO. 2711

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . FEDERAL PROHIBITION OF FEMALE GENI-

TAL MUTILATION.
(a) TITLE 18 AMENDMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 7 of title 18, Unit-

ed States Code, is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

‘‘§ 116. Female genital mutilation
‘‘(a) Except as provided in subsection (b),

whoever knowingly circumcises, excises, or
infibulates the whole or any part of the labia
majora or labia minora or clitoris of another
person who has not attained the age of 18
years shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both.

‘‘(b) A surgical operation is not a violation
of this section if the operation is—

‘‘(1) necessary to the health of the person
on whom it is performed, and is performed by
a person licensed in the place of its perform-
ance as a medical practitioner; or

‘‘(2) performed on a person in labor or who
has just given birth and is performed for
medical purposes connected with that labor
or birth by a person licensed in the place it
is performed as a medical practitioner, mid-
wife, or person in training to become such a
practitioner or midwife.

‘‘(c) In applying subsection (b)(1), no ac-
count shall be taken of the effect on the per-
son on whom the operation is to be per-
formed of any belief on the part of that or
any other person that the operation is re-
quired as a matter of custom or ritual.

‘‘(d) Whoever knowingly denies to any per-
son medical care or services or otherwise dis-
criminates against any person in the provi-
sion of medical care or services, because—

‘‘(1) that person has undergone female cir-
cumcision, excision, or infibulation; or

‘‘(2) that person has requested that female
circumcision, excision, or infibulation be
performed on any person;
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned
not more than one year, or both.’’.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 7 of title
18, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:
‘‘116. Female genital mutilation.’’.

(b) INFORMATION AND EDUCATION REGARDING
FEMALE GENITAL MUTILATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall carry out the fol-
lowing activities:

(A) Compile data on the number of females
living in the United States who have been
subjected to female genital mutilation
(whether in the United States or in their
countries of origin), including a specification
of the number of girls under the age of 18
who have been subjected to such mutilation.

(B) Identify communities in the United
States that practice female genital mutila-
tion, and design and carry out outreach ac-
tivities to educate individuals in the commu-
nities on the physical and psychological
health effects of such practice. Such out-
reach activities shall be designed and imple-
mented in collaboration with representatives
of the ethnic groups practicing such mutila-
tion and with representatives of organiza-
tions with expertise in preventing such prac-
tice.

(C) Develop recommendations for the edu-
cation of students of schools of medicine and
osteopathic medicine regarding female geni-
tal mutilation and complications arising
from such mutilation. Such recommenda-
tions shall be disseminated to such schools.

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘female genital mutila-
tion’’ means the removal or infibulation (or
both) of the whole or part of the clitoris, the
labia minor, or the labia major.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) Subsection (b) shall take effect imme-

diately, and the Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall commence carrying it
out not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) Subsection (a) shall take effect 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

MURKOWSKI (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2712

Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. NICKLES)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing:
AUTHORIZATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE

AGREED FRAMEWORK BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND NORTH KOREA

SEC. 575. (a) This section may be cited as
the ‘‘Authorization for Implementation of

the Agreed Framework Between the United
States and North Korea Act’’.

(b)(1) The purpose of this section is to set
forth requirements, consistent with the
Agreed Framework, for the United States
implementation of the Agreed Framework.

(2) Nothing in this section requires the
United States to take any action which
would be inconsistent with any provision of
the Agreed Framework.

(c)(1) The United States may not exercise
any action under the Agreed Framework
that would require the obligation or expendi-
ture of funds except to the extent and in the
amounts provided in an Act authorizing ap-
propriations and in an appropriations Act.

(2) No funds may be made available under
any provision of law to carry out activities
described in the Agreed Framework unless
the President determines and certifies to
Congress that North Korea is in full compli-
ance with the terms of the Agreed Frame-
work.

(d) None of the funds made available to
carry out any program, project, or activity
funded under any provision of law may be
used to maintain relations with North Korea
at the ambassadorial level unless North
Korea has satisfied the IAEA safeguards re-
quirement described in subsection (g), the
additional requirements set forth in sub-
section (h), and the nuclear nonproliferation
requirements of subsection (i).

(e)(1) The President shall not terminate
the economic embargo of North Korea until
North Korea has satisfied the IAEA safe-
guards requirement described in subsection
(g), the additional requirements set forth in
subsection (h), and the nuclear nonprolifera-
tion requirements of subsection (i).

(2) As used in this subsection, the term
‘‘economic embargo of North Korea’’ means
the regulations of the Department of the
Treasury restricting trade with North Korea
under section 5(b) of the Trading With the
Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)).

(f)(1) If North Korea does not maintain the
freeze of its graphite-moderated nuclear pro-
gram as defined in the Agreed Framework,
or if North Korea diverts heavy oil for pur-
poses not specified in the Agreed Frame-
work, then—

(A) no additional heavy oil may be ex-
ported to North Korea if such oil is subject
to the jurisdiction of the United States, or is
exported by a person subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States;

(B) the United States shall immediately
cease any direct or indirect support for any
exports of heavy oil to North Korea; and

(C) the President shall oppose steps to ex-
port heavy oil to North Korea by all other
countries in the Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization.

(2) Whoever violates paragraph (1)(A) hav-
ing the requisite knowledge described in sec-
tion 11 of the Export Administration Act of
1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410) shall be subject to
the same penalties as are provided in that
section for violations of that Act.

(g) The requirement of this section is satis-
fied when the President determines and cer-
tifies to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees that North Korea is in full compli-
ance with its safeguards agreement with the
International Atomic Energy Agency
(INFCIRC/403), in accordance with part IV (3)
of the Agreed Framework under the time-
table set forth therein, as determined by the
Agency after—

(1) conducting inspections of the two sus-
pected nuclear waste sites at the Yongbyon
nuclear complex; and

(2) conducting such other inspections in
North Korea as may be deemed necessary by
the Agency.

(h) The additional requirements referred to
in subsections (d) and (e) are the following,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 13986 September 20, 1995
as determined and certified by the President
to the appropriate congressional commit-
tees:

(1) That progress has been made in talks
between North Korea and the Republic of
Korea, including implementation of con-
fidence-building measures by North Korea as
well as other concrete steps to reduce ten-
sions.

(2) That the United States and North Korea
have established a process for returning the
remains of United States military personnel
who are listed as missing in action (MIAs)
during the Korean conflict between 1950 and
1953, including field activities conducted
jointly by the United States and North
Korea.

(3) That North Korea no longer meets the
criteria for inclusion on the list maintained
by the Secretary of State under section
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act
of 1979 of countries the governments of which
repeatedly provide support for acts of inter-
national terrorism.

(4) That North Korea has taken positive
steps to demonstrate a greater respect for
internationally recognized human rights.

(5) That North Korea has agreed to control
equipment and technology in accordance
with the criteria and standards set forth in
the Missile Technology Control Regime, as
defined in section 74(2) of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2797c).

(i) The nuclear nonproliferation require-
ments referred to in subsections (d) and (e)
are the following, as determined and cer-
tified by the President to the appropriate
congressional committees and the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the
Senate:

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactors of North Korea have
been removed from the territory of North
Korea as is consistent with the Agreed
Framework.

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy has conducted any and all inspections
that it deems necessary to account fully for
the stocks of plutonium and other nuclear
materials in North Korea, including special
inspections of suspected nuclear waste sites,
before any nuclear components controlled by
the Nuclear Supplier Group Guidelines are
delivered for a light water reactor for North
Korea.

(3) The dismantlement of all graphite-
based nuclear reactors in North Korea, in-
cluding reprocessing facilities, has been com-
pleted in accordance with the Agreed Frame-
work and in a manner that effectively bars
in perpetuity any reactivation of such reac-
tors and facilities.

(j) The United States shall suspend actions
described in the Agreed Framework if North
Korea reloads its existing 5 megawatt nu-
clear reactor or resumes construction of nu-
clear facilities other than those permitted to
be built under the Agreed Framework.

(k) The President may waive the applica-
tion of subsection (g), (h), (i), or (j) if the
President determines, and so notifies in writ-
ing the appropriate congressional commit-
tees, that to do so is vital to the security in-
terests of the United States.

(1) Beginning 6 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act, and every 12 months
thereafter, the President shall transmit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report setting forth—

(A) an assessment of the extent of compli-
ance by North Korea with all the provisions
of the Agreed Framework and this subtitle;

(B) a statement of the progress made on
construction of light-water reactors, includ-
ing a statement of all contributions, direct
and indirect, made by any country to the Ko-
rean Peninsula Energy Development Organi-

zation from the date of signature of the
Agreed Framework to the date of the report;

(C) a statement of all contributions, direct
or indirect, by any country which is not a
member of the Korean Peninsula Energy De-
velopment Organization for implementation
of the Agreed Framework;

(D) a statement of all expenditures made
by the Korean Peninsula Energy Develop-
ment Organization, either directly or indi-
rectly, for implementation of the Agreed
Framework;

(E) an estimate of the date by which North
Korea is expected to satisfy the IAEA safe-
guards requirement described in subsection
(g);

(F) a statement whether North Korea is
transferring missiles or missile technology
to other countries, including those countries
that are state sponsors of international ter-
rorism;

(G) a description of any new developments
or advances in North Korea’s nuclear weap-
ons program;

(H) a statement of the progress made by
the United States in fulfilling its actions
under the Agreed Framework, including any
steps taken toward normalization of rela-
tions with North Korea;

(I) a statement of any progress made on
dismantlement and destruction of the graph-
ite-moderated nuclear reactors of North
Korea and related facilities;

(J) a description of the steps being taken
to implement the North-South Joint Dec-
laration on the Denuclearization of the Ko-
rean Peninsula;

(K) an assessment of the participation by
North Korea in talks between North Korea
and the Republic of Korea; and

(L) a description of any action taken by
the President under subsection (f)(1)(B).

(2) To the maximum extent possible, the
President should submit the report in un-
classified form.

(l) As used in this section:
(1) AGREED FRAMEWORK.—The term

‘‘Agreed Framework’’ means the document
entitled ‘‘Agreed Framework Between the
United States of America and the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea’’, signed
October 21, 1994, at Geneva, and the attached
Confidential Minute.

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committees on For-
eign Relations and Armed Services of the
Senate and the Committees on International
Relations and National Security of the
House of Representatives.

(3) IAEA SAFEGUARDS.—The term ‘‘IAEA
safeguards’’ means the safeguards set forth
in an agreement between a country and the
International Atomic Energy Agency, as au-
thorized by Article III(A)(5) of the Statute of
the International Atomic Energy Agency.

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea, including any agency or in-
strumentality thereof.

(5) INSPECTIONS.—The term ‘‘inspections’’
means inspections conducted by the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to
an IAEA safeguards agreement, including
special inspection of undeclared information
or locations if the IAEA cannot account for
nuclear material and is therefore unable to
verify that there has been no diversion of nu-
clear materials.

MACK AMENDMENT NO. 2713
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. MACK submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

LIMITATION ON INTER-AMERICAN BANK
FINANCING FOR BARBADOS

SEC. lll. The Secretary of the Treasury
shall instruct the United States executive di-
rector of the Inter-American Development
Bank hereafter to work in opposition to, and
vote against, any extension by the Bank of
any loan or other utilization of the resources
of the Bank to or for Barbados until the Gov-
ernment of Barbados agrees to enter into
mediation to resolve the claim against it by
G.W. Martin, Incorporated, of Pompano
Beach, Florida, in connection with work per-
formed under a contract for marine con-
struction.

SPECTER (AND HELMS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2714

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. SPECTER,
for himself and Mr. HELMS) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra;
as follows:

On page 81, line 21, strike ‘‘paragraph’’ and
insert ‘‘paragraphs.’’

On page 81, line 23, after ‘‘enforcement.’’
insert the following:

‘‘(6) with respect to assistance provided to
reconstitute civilian police authority and ca-
pability in the post-conflict restoration of
host nation infrastructure for the purposes
of supporting a nation emerging from insta-
bility, and the provision of professional pub-
lic safety training, to include training in
internationally recognized standards of
human rights, the rule of law, anti-corrup-
tion, and the promotion of civilian police
roles that support democracy.’’

McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 2715

Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra;
as follows:

On page 67, line 11, add the following sec-
tion:

(b) Direct costs associated with meeting a
foreign customer’s additional or unique re-
quirements will continue to be allowable
under such contracts. Loadings applicable to
such direct costs shall be permitted at the
same rates applicable to procurement of like
items purchased by the Department of De-
fense for its own use.

MACK AMENDMENT NO. 2716

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. MACK) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:
SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi-
dent shall include in the congressional pres-
entation materials on United States bilat-
eral economic assistance submitted to the
appropriate congressional committees for a
fiscal year a report providing a concise over-
view of the prospects for economic growth on
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in
the countries receiving economic assistance
under title II of this Act. For each country,
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and
practices of that country that most contrib-
ute to or detract from the achievement of
this kind of growth. The report should ad-
dress relevant macroeconomic, micro-
economic, social, legal, environmental, and
political factors and include economic free-
dom criteria regarding policies wag and price
controls, state ownership of production and
distribution, state control of financial insti-
tutions, trade and foreign investment, cap-
ital and profit repatriation, tax and private
property protections.
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(b) COUNTRIES.—The countries referred to

in subsection (a) are countries—
(1) for which in excess a total of $5,000,000

has been obligated during the previous fiscal
year for assistance under sections 103
through 106, chapters 10, 11 of party I, and
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, and under the support for East-
ern Democracy Act of 1989; or

(2) for which in excess of $1,000,000 has been
obligated during the previous fiscal year for
assistance administered by the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation.

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of State
shall submit the report required by sub-
section (a) in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Administrator of
the Agency for International Development,
and the President of the Overseas private In-
vestment Corporation.

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 2717

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. STEVENS)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

Add the following in the appropriate sec-
tion:

‘‘To the maximum extent possible, the
funds provided by this Act shall be used to
provide surveying and mapping related serv-
ices through contracts entered into through
competitive bidding to qualified U.S. con-
tractors.’’

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 2718

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. BINGAMAN)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI-

TIES

(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY
COSTS.—The head of each agency for which
funds are made available under this Act shall
take all actions necessary to achieve during
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from
fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy costs of
the facilities used by the agency.

(b) USE OF COST SAVINGS.—An amount
equal to the amount of cost savings realized
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re-
main available for obligation through the
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au-
thorization or appropriation, as follows:

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty per-
cent of the amount shall remain available
for the implementation of additional energy
conservation measures and for water con-
servation measures at such facilities used by
the agency as are designated by the head of
the agency.

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the
amount shall remain available for use by the
agency for such purposes as are designated
by the head of the agency, consistent with
applicable law.

(c) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December

31, 1996, the head of each agency described in
subsection (a) shall submit a report to Con-
gress specifying the results of the actions
taken under subsection (a) and providing any
recommendations concerning how to further
reduce energy costs and energy consumption
in the future.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall—
(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa-

cilities used by the agency;
(B) identify the reductions achieved; and
(C) specify the actions that resulted in the

reductions.

MACK AMENDMENTS NOS. 2719–2721

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. MACK) pro-
posed three amendments to the bill
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2719
On page 39, after line 19, insert the follow-

ing: ‘‘Provided further, That not more than
twenty-one days prior to the obligation of
each such sum, the Secretary shall submit a
certification to the Committees on Appro-
priations that the Bank has not approved
any loans to Iran since October 1, 1994, or the
President of the United States certifies that
withholding of these funds is contrary to the
national interest of the United States.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2720
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. . REPORTS REGARDING HONG KONG.

(a) EXTENSION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENT.—Section 301 of the United States-
Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5731)
is amended in the text above paragraph (1)—

(1) by inserting ‘‘March 31, 1996,’’ after
‘‘March 31, 1995,’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and March 31, 2000,’’ and
inserting ‘‘March 31, 2000, and every year
thereafter,’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In light of
deficiencies in reports submitted to the Con-
gress pursuant to section 301 of the United
States-Hong Kong Policy Act (22 U.S.C. 5731),
the Congress directs that reports required to
be submitted under that section on or after
the date of enactment of this Act include de-
tailed information on the status of, and
other developments affecting, implementa-
tion of the Sino-British Joint Declaration on
the Question of Hong Kong, including—

(1) the Basic Law and its consistency with
the Joint Declaration;

(2) the openness and fairness of elections to
the legislature;

(3) the openness and fairness of the elec-
tion of the chief executive and the execu-
tive’s accountability to the legislature;

(4) the treatment of political parties;
(5) the independence of the judiciary and

its ability to exercise the power of final judg-
ment over Hong Kong law; and

(6) the Bill of Rights.

AMENDMENT NO. 2721
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section:
SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi-
dent shall include in the congressional pres-
entation materials on United States bilat-
eral economic assistance submitted to the
appropriate congressional committees for a
fiscal year a report providing a concise over-
view of the prospects for economic growth on
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in
the countries receiving economic assistance
under title II of this Act. For each country,
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and
practices of that country that most contrib-
ute to or detract from the achievement of
this kind of growth. The report should ad-
dress relevant macroeconomic, micro-
economic, social, legal, environmental, and
political factors and include economic free-
dom criteria regarding policies wage and
price controls, state ownership of production
and distribution, state control of financial
institutions, trade and foreign investment,
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri-
vate property protections.

LEAHY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2722

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. LEAHY, for
himself, Mr. DODD, and Mr. SARBANES)

proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. ————. HONDURAS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) In 1981, a secret Honduran army death
squad known as Battalion 316 was created.
During the 1980’s Battalion 316 engaged in a
campaign of systematically kidnapping, tor-
turing and murdering suspected subversives.
Victims included Honduran students, teach-
ers, labor leaders and journalists. In 1993
there were reportedly 184 unsolved cases of
persons who were allegedly ‘‘disappeared.’’
They are presumed dead.

(2) At the time, Administration officials
were aware of the activities of Battalion 316,
but in its 1983 human rights report the State
Department stated that ‘‘There are no politi-
cal prisoners in Honduras.’’

(b) DECLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.—It is
the sense of the Congress that the President
should order the expedited declassification of
any documents in the possession of the Unit-
ed States Government pertaining to persons
who allegedly ‘‘disappeared’’ in Honduras,
and promptly make such documents avail-
able to Honduran authorities who are seek-
ing to determine the fate of these individ-
uals.

SMITH (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2723

Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mr. THOMAS,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. DOLE)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows:

At the end of the Committee amendment,
add the following:
PROHIBITION ON FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE

SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to establish most-favored-nation trad-
ing status with the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam, or to extend financing or other fi-
nancial assistance to the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam from the Export-Import Bank of
the United States, Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation, or Trade and Develop-
ment Agency unless the President—

(1) provides Congress with the original
case-by-case analytical assessments on unac-
counted for American servicemen from the
Vietnam Conflict which were completed by
the Defense POW/MIA Office in July, 1995;
and

(2) certifies to Congress that the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam is being fully coopera-
tive and fully forthcoming, on the basis of
information available to the United States
Government, in the four areas stipulated by
the President, namely—

(A) concrete results from efforts by Viet-
nam to recover and repatriate American re-
mains;

(B) continued resolution of discrepancy
cases, live-sightings, and field activities,

(C) further assistance in implementing tri-
lateral investigations with the Lao; and

(D) accelerated efforts to provide all docu-
ments that will help lead to the fullest pos-
sible accounting of POW/MIAs; and

(3) certifies to Congress, after consultation
with the Director of Central Intelligence,
that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is
being fully forthcoming in providing the
United States with access to those portions
of wartime Central Committee-level records
and reports that pertain to the subject of
Americans captured or held during the Viet-
nam War by North Vietnamese, Pathet Lao,
or Vietcong forces in Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia; and
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(4) certifies to Congress that the Govern-

ment of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is
making substantial progress to address Unit-
ed States concerns about the continued sup-
pression of the nonviolent pursuit of demo-
cratic freedoms by the people of Vietnam, in-
cluding freedom of expression and associa-
tion, and the continued imprisonment of po-
litical and religious leaders, including Amer-
ican citizens.

f

NOTICE OF HEARING

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the full Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources to consider the
nominations of Derrick Forrister to be
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
and Intergovernmental Affairs, Depart-
ment of Energy; Patricia Beneke to be
Assistant Secretary for Water and
Science, Department of the Interior;
Eluid Martinez to be Commissioner of
the Bureau of Reclamation, Depart-
ment of the Interior; and Charles Wil-
liam Burton to be a member of the
Board of Directors of the United States
Enrichment Corporation.

The hearing will take place Thurs-
day, September 28, 1995, at 9:30 a.m. in
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in Washington, DC.

For further information, please call
Camille Heninger at (202) 224–5070.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, September 20, 1995, to con-
duct a markup of the Banking Commit-
tee’s submission to the Budget Com-
mittee for reconciliation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, September 20, 1995, for pur-
poses of conducting a Full Committee
business meeting which is scheduled to
begin at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of this
meeting is to consider pending cal-
endar business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized
to meet on Wednesday, September 20,
1995, beginning at 9:30 a.m., in room 485
of the Russell Senate Office Building

for a markup of the nomination of Paul
M. Homan to be Special Trustee for the
Office of Special Trustee for American
Indians in the Department of the Inte-
rior and to consider the implementa-
tion of Title III, Public Law 101–630,
the National Indian Forest Resources
Management Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, September 20, 1995,
at 10:00 a.m. to hold a hearing on ‘‘The
Copyright Term Extension Act of 1995,
S. 483.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources
be authorized to meet for an Executive
Session, during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, September 20, 1995,
at 9:30 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Small Business be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, September 20, 1995,
at 2:30 p.m., in room 428A Russell Sen-
ate Office Building, to conduct a hear-
ing focusing on Tax Issues Impacting
Small Business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs would
like to request unanimous consent to
hold a markup on pending legislation
at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, September
20, 1995. The markup will be held in
room 418 of the Russell Senate Office
Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, September 20,
1995, at 9:30 a.m. to hold an open hear-
ing on intelligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY
AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Terrorism, Technology
and Government Information of the
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, be
authorized to meet during a session of
the Senate on Wednesday, September
20, 1995, at 2 p.m., in the Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building in room G50, on
‘‘Ruby Ridge Incident.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE CONROY-RENYE-MCNEIL VFW
POST 4422: 50 YEARS OF SERVICE
TO THE COMMUNITY OF TAYLOR,
MI

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on Satur-
day, September 23, 1995, the Conroy-
Renye-McNeil VFW Post 4422 in Tay-
lor, MI is holding a special banquet
commemorating 50 years of service to
the community of Taylor, MI.

VFW Post 4422 was chartered on Sep-
tember 15, 1945 and was named in honor
of Army Pvt. Robert Francis Conroy,
Marine Buckley Renye and Navy Sea-
man Robert McNeil. Messrs. Conroy,
Renye, and McNeil were the first citi-
zens from Taylor, MI, to lose their
lives while bravely serving the United
States in World War II.

In honor of these three brave gentle-
men from Taylor, MI, and in honor of
all of the fine American men and
women who served our country in
times of war, the members of VFW
Post 4422 have dedicated their efforts
and resources for the last 50 years to
provide community service projects for
the Taylor community.

The community service projects that
the members of VFW Post 4422 are in-
volved in include: Youth programs,
drug awareness programs, American-
ism education, programs for senior
citizens, programs for needy families
and programs for veterans, their fami-
lies, widows and orphans. The members
of post 4422 are also especially proud of
their efforts in 1983 when the Post col-
lected and sent 1,500 Christmas gifts to
our troops in Beirut.

Mr. President, the members of VFW
Post 4422 have not only proudly served
our country in military service, but
they have continued to serve our coun-
try through their commitment to their
community. The members of the
Conroy-Renye-McNeil VFW Post 4422
deserve the Senate’s congratulations as
they mark their 50th year of service to
the community of Taylor, MI. They
also deserve our appreciation and grat-
itude for all of the good deeds that
they have done and continue to do.∑

f

JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE
PROJECT

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 192, Senate Joint
Resolution 20, relating to the Jennings
Randolph Lake project; that the reso-
lution be read a third time and passed;
that the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table; and that any state-
ments appear at the appropriate place
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 20)
was deemed read the third time and
passed, as follows:
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S.J. RES. 20

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT.

The Congress hereby consents to the Jen-
nings Randolph Lake Project Compact en-
tered into between the States of West Vir-
ginia and Maryland which compact is sub-
stantially as follows:

‘‘COMPACT
‘‘Whereas the State of Maryland and the

State of West Virginia, with the concurrence
of the United States Department of the
Army, Corps of Engineers, have approved and
desire to enter into a compact to provide for
joint natural resource management and en-
forcement of laws and regulations pertaining
to natural resources and boating at the Jen-
nings Randolph Lake Project lying in Gar-
rett County, Maryland and Mineral County,
West Virginia, for which they seek the ap-
proval of Congress, and which compact is as
follows:

‘‘Whereas the signatory parties hereto de-
sire to provide for joint natural resource
management and enforcement of laws and
regulations pertaining to natural resources
and boating at the Jennings Randolph Lake
Project lying in Garrett County, Maryland
and Mineral County, West Virginia, for
which they have a joint responsibility; and
they declare as follows:

‘‘1. The Congress, under Public Law 87–874,
authorized the development of the Jennings
Randolph Lake Project for the North Branch
of the Potomac River substantially in ac-
cordance with House Document Number 469,
87th Congress, 2nd Session for flood control,
water supply, water quality, and recreation;
and

‘‘2. Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of
1944 (Ch 665, 58 Stat. 534) provides that the
Chief of Engineers, under the supervision of
the Secretary of War (now Secretary of the
Army), is authorized to construct, maintain
and operate public park and recreational fa-
cilities in reservoir areas under control of
such Secretary for the purpose of boating,
swimming, bathing, fishing, and other rec-
reational purposes, so long as the same is
not inconsistent with the laws for the pro-
tection of fish and wildlife of the State(s) in
which such area is situated; and

‘‘3. Pursuant to the authorities cited
above, the U.S. Army Engineer District (Bal-
timore), hereinafter ‘District’, did construct
and now maintains and operates the Jen-
nings Randolph Lake Project; and

‘‘4. The National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (P.L. 91–190) encourages produc-
tive and enjoyable harmony between man
and his environment, promotes efforts which
will stimulate the health and welfare of man,
and encourages cooperation with State and
local governments to achieve these ends; and

‘‘5. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(16 U.S.C. 661–666c) provides for the consider-
ation and coordination with other features of
water-resource development programs
through the effectual and harmonious plan-
ning, development, maintenance, and coordi-
nation of wildlife conservation and rehabili-
tation; and

‘‘6. The District has Fisheries and Wildlife
Plans as part of the District’s project Oper-
ational Management Plan; and

‘‘7. In the respective States, the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources (herein-
after referred to as ‘Maryland DNR’) and the
West Virginia Division of Natural Resources
(hereinafter referred to as ‘West Virginia
DNR’) are responsible for providing a system
of control, propagation, management, pro-
tection, and regulation of natural resources
and boating in Maryland and West Virginia
and the enforcement of laws and regulations

pertaining to those resources as provided in
Annotated Code of Maryland Natural Re-
sources Article and West Virginia Chapter
20, respectively, and the successors thereof;
and

‘‘8. The District, the Maryland DNR, and
the West Virginia DNR are desirous of con-
serving, perpetuating and improving fish and
wildlife resources and recreational benefits
of the Jennings Randolph Lake Project; and

‘‘9. The District and the States of Mary-
land and West Virginia wish to implement
the aforesaid acts and responsibilities
through this Compact and they each recog-
nize that consistent enforcement of the nat-
ural resources and boating laws and regula-
tions can best be achieved by entering this
Compact:

‘‘Now, therefore, be it Resolved, That the
States of Maryland and West Virginia, with
the concurrence of the United States Depart-
ment of the Army, Corps of Engineers, here-
by solemnly covenant and agree with each
other, upon enactment of concurrent legisla-
tion by The Congress of the United States
and by the respective state legislatures, to
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project Com-
pact, which consists of this preamble and the
articles that follow:

‘‘Article I—Name, Findings, and Purpose
‘‘1.1 This compact shall be known and may

be cited as the Jennings Randolph Lake
Project Compact.

‘‘1.2 The legislative bodies of the respective
signatory parties, with the concurrence of
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, hereby
find and declare:

‘‘1. The water resources and project lands
of the Jennings Randolph Lake Project are
affected with local, state, regional, and na-
tional interest, and the planning, conserva-
tion, utilization, protection and manage-
ment of these resources, under appropriate
arrangements for inter-governmental co-
operation, are public purposes of the respec-
tive signatory parties.

‘‘2. The lands and waters of the Jennings
Randolph Lake Project are subject to the
sovereign rights and responsibilities of the
signatory parties, and it is the purpose of
this compact that, notwithstanding any
boundary between Maryland and West Vir-
ginia that preexisted the creation of Jen-
nings Randolph Lake, the parties will have
and exercise concurrent jurisdiction over
any lands and waters of the Jennings Ran-
dolph Lake Project concerning natural re-
sources and boating laws and regulations in
the common interest of the people of the re-
gion.

‘‘Article II—District Responsibilities
‘‘The District, within the Jennings Ran-

dolph Lake Project,
‘‘2.1 Acknowledges that the Maryland DNR

and West Virginia DNR have authorities and
responsibilities in the establishment, admin-
istration and enforcement of the natural re-
sources and boating laws and regulations ap-
plicable to this project, provided that the
laws and regulations promulgated by the
States support and implement, where appli-
cable, the intent of the Rules and Regula-
tions Governing Public Use of Water Re-
sources Development Projects administered
by the Chief of Engineers in Title 36, Chapter
RI, Part 327, Code of Federal Regulations,

‘‘2.2 Agrees to practice those forms of re-
source management as determined jointly by
the District, Maryland DNR and West Vir-
ginia DNR to be beneficial to natural re-
sources and which will enhance public rec-
reational opportunities compatible with
other authorized purposes of the project,

‘‘2.3 Agrees to consult with the Maryland
DNR and West Virginia DNR prior to the is-
suance of any permits for activities or spe-
cial events which would include, but not nec-

essarily be limited to: fishing tournaments,
training exercises, regattas, marine parades,
placement of ski ramps, slalom water ski
courses and the establishment of private
markers and/or lighting. All such permits is-
sued by the District will require the permit-
tee to comply with all State laws and regula-
tions,

‘‘2.4 Agrees to consult with the Maryland
DNR and West Virginia DNR regarding any
recommendations for regulations affecting
natural resources, including, but not limited
to, hunting, trapping, fishing or boating at
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project which
the District believes might be desirable for
reasons of public safety, administration of
public use and enjoyment,

‘‘2.5 Agrees to consult with the Maryland
DNR and West Virginia DNR relative to the
marking of the lake with buoys, aids to navi-
gation, regulatory markers and establishing
and posting of speed limits, no wake zones,
restricted or other control areas and to pro-
vide, install and maintain such buoys, aids
to navigation and regulatory markers as are
necessary for the implementation of the Dis-
trict’s Operational Management Plan. All
buoys, aids to navigation and regulatory
markers to be used shall be marked in con-
formance with the Uniform State Waterway
Marking System,

‘‘2.6 Agrees to allow hunting, trapping,
boating and fishing by the public in accord-
ance with the laws and regulations relating
to the Jennings Randolph Lake Project,

‘‘2.7 Agrees to provide, install and main-
tain public ramps, parking areas, courtesy
docks, etc., as provided for by the approved
Corps of Engineers Master Plan, and

‘‘2.8 Agrees to notify the Maryland DNR
and the West Virginia DNR of each reservoir
drawdown prior thereto excepting drawdown
for the reestablishment of normal lake levels
following flood control operations and
drawdown resulting from routine water con-
trol management operations described in the
reservoir regulation manual including re-
leases requested by water supply owners and
normal water quality releases. In case of
emergency releases or emergency flow cur-
tailments, telephone or oral notification will
be provided. The District reserves the right,
following issuance of the above notice, to
make operational and other tests which may
be necessary to insure the safe and efficient
operation of the dam, for inspection and
maintenance purposes, and for the gathering
of water quality data both within the im-
poundment and in the Potomac River down-
stream from the dam.

‘‘Article III—State Responsibilities
‘‘The State of Maryland and the State of

West Virginia agree:
‘‘3.1 That each State will have and exercise

concurrent jurisdiction with the District and
the other State for the purpose of enforcing
the civil and criminal laws of the respective
States pertaining to natural resources and
boating laws and regulations over any lands
and waters of the Jennings Randolph Lake
Project;

‘‘3.2 That existing natural resources and
boating laws and regulations already in ef-
fect in each State shall remain in force on
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project until
either State amends, modifies or rescinds its
laws and regulations;

‘‘3.3 That the Agreement for Fishing Privi-
leges dated June 24, 1985 between the State
of Maryland and the State of West Virginia,
as amended, remains in full force and effect;

‘‘3.4 To enforce the natural resources and
boating laws and regulations applicable to
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project;

‘‘3.5 To supply the District with the name,
address and telephone number of the
person(s) to be contacted when any
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drawdown except those resulting from nor-
mal regulation procedures occurs;

‘‘3.6 To inform the Reservoir Manager of
all emergencies or unusual activities occur-
ring on the Jennings Randolph Lake Project;

‘‘3.7 To provide training to District em-
ployees in order to familiarize them with
natural resources and boating laws and regu-
lations as they apply to the Jennings Ran-
dolph Lake Project; and

‘‘3.8 To recognize that the District and
other Federal Agencies have the right and
responsibility to enforce, within the bound-
aries of the Jennings Randolph Lake Project,
all applicable Federal laws, rules and regula-
tions so as to provide the public with safe
and healthful recreational opportunities and
to provide protection to all federal property
within the project.

‘‘Article IV—Mutual Cooperation
‘‘4.1 Pursuant to the aims and purposes of

this Compact, the State of Maryland, the
State of West Virginia and the District mu-
tually agree that representatives of their
natural resource management and enforce-
ment agencies will cooperate to further the
purposes of this Compact. This cooperation
includes, but is not limited to, the following:

‘‘4.2 Meeting jointly at least once annu-
ally, and providing for other meetings as
deemed necessary for discussion of matters
relating to the management of natural re-
sources and visitor use on lands and waters
within the Jennings Randolph Lake Project;

‘‘4.3 Evaluating natural resources and
boating, to develop natural resources and
boating management plans and to initiate
and carry out management programs;

‘‘4.4 Encouraging the dissemination of
joint publications, press releases or other
public information and the interchange be-
tween parties of all pertinent agency policies
and objectives for the use and perpetuation
of natural resources of the Jennings Ran-
dolph Lake Project; and

‘‘4.5 Entering into working arrangements
as occasion demands for the use of lands, wa-
ters, construction and use of buildings and
other facilities at the project.

‘‘Article V—General Provisions
‘‘5.1 Each and every provision of this Com-

pact is subject to the laws of the States of
Maryland and West Virginia and the laws of
the United States, and the delegated author-
ity in each instance.

‘‘5.2 The enforcement and applicability of
natural resources and boating laws and regu-
lations referenced in this Compact shall be
limited to the lands and waters of the Jen-
nings Randolph Lake Project, including but
not limited to the prevailing reciprocal fish-
ing laws and regulations between the States
of Maryland and West Virginia.

‘‘5.3 Nothing in this Compact shall be con-
strued as obligating any party hereto to the
expenditure of funds or the future payment
of money in excess of appropriations author-
ized by law.

‘‘5.4 The provisions of this Compact shall
be severable, and if any phrase, clause, sen-
tence or provision of the Jennings Randolph
Lake Project Compact is declared to be un-
constitutional or inapplicable to any signa-
tory party or agency of any party, the con-
stitutionality and applicability of the Com-
pact shall not be otherwise affected as to any
provision, party, or agency. It is the legisla-
tive intent that the provisions of the Com-
pact be reasonably and liberally construed to
effectuate the stated purposes of the Com-
pact.

‘‘5.5 No member of or delegate to Congress,
or signatory shall be admitted to any share
or part of this Compact, or to any benefit
that may arise therefrom; but this provision
shall not be construed to extend to this
agreement if made with a corporation for its
general benefit.

‘‘5.6 When this Compact has been ratified
by the legislature of each respective State,
when the Governor of West Virginia and the
Governor of Maryland have executed this
Compact on behalf of their respective States
and have caused a verified copy thereof to be
filed with the Secretary of State of each re-
spective State, when the Baltimore District
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has exe-
cuted its concurrence with this Compact,
and when this Compact has been consented
to by the Congress of the United States, then
this Compact shall become operative and ef-
fective.

‘‘5.7 Either State may, by legislative act,
after one year’s written notice to the other,
withdraw from this Compact. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers may withdraw its concur-
rence with this Compact upon one year’s
written notice from the Baltimore District
Engineer to the Governor of each State.

‘‘5.8 This Compact may be amended from
time to time. Each proposed amendment
shall be presented in resolution form to the
Governor of each State and the Baltimore
District Engineer of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. An amendment to this Compact
shall become effective only after it has been
ratified by the legislatures of both signatory
States and concurred in by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District.
Amendments shall become effective thirty
days after the date of the last concurrence or
ratification.’’.

SEC. 2. The right to alter, amend or repeal
this joint resolution is hereby expressly re-
served. The consent granted by this joint
resolution shall not be construed as impair-
ing or in any manner affecting any right or
jurisdiction of the United States in and over
the region which forms the subject of the
compact.

f

NATIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
WEEK

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Judiciary
Committee be immediately discharged
from further consideration of Senate
Resolution 147 and that the Senate pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 147) designating the

weeks beginning September 24, 1995, and Sep-
tember 22, 1996, as ‘‘National Historically
Black Colleges and Universities Week’’, and
for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to; that the preamble be
agreed to; that the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table; and that
any statements relating to the resolu-
tion appear at the appropriate place in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the resolution (S. Res. 147) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble, is

as follows:
S. RES. 147

Whereas there was 103 historically black
colleges and universities in the United
States;

Whereas black colleges and universities
provide the quality education so essential to
full participation in a complex, highly tech-
nological society;

Whereas black colleges and universities
have a rich heritage and have played a
prominent role in American history;

Whereas black colleges and universities
have allowed many underprivileged students
to attain their full potential through higher
education; and

Whereas the achievements and goals of his-
torically black colleges and universities are
deserving of national recognition: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate designates the
weeks beginning September 24, 1995, and Sep-
tember 22, 1996, as ‘‘National Historically
Black Colleges and Universities Week’’. The
Senate requests the President of the United
States to issue a proclamation calling on the
people of the United States and interested
groups to observe the weeks with appro-
priate ceremonies, activities, and programs
to demonstrate support for historically
black colleges and universities in the United
States.

f

CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF
H.R. 402

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution
27, submitted earlier today by Senator
MURKOWSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 27)

correcting the enrollment of H.R. 402.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
concurrent resolution.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to; that the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table; and that
any statements relating to the resolu-
tion appear at the appropriate place in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 27) was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),

The Clerk of the House is directed to cor-
rect the enrollment of H.R. 402 as follows:

Amend section 109 to read:
‘‘SEC. 109. CONFIRMATION OF WOODY ISLAND AS

ELIGIBLE NATIVE VILLAGE.

The Native Village of Woody Island, lo-
cated on Woody Island, Alaska, in the
Koniag Region, is hereby confirmed as an eli-
gible Alaska Native Village, pursuant to Sec-
tion 11(b)(3) of the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (‘‘ANCSA’’). It is further con-
firmed that Leisnoi, Inc., is the Village Cor-
poration, as that term is defined in Section
3(j) of ANCSA, for the village of Woody Is-
land. This section shall become effective on
October 1, 1998, unless the United States ju-
dicial system determines this village was
fraudulently established under ANCSA prior
to October 1, 1998.’’

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, we really
ought to consider the balanced budget
amendment, because things are going
too well tonight. [Laughter.]
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SEPTEMBER 21, 1995
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until the hour of 9:15
a.m. on Thursday, September 21, 1995;
that following the prayer, the Journal
of proceedings be deemed approved to
date, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day;
that there then be a period for morning
business until the hour of 10 a.m., with
Senators permitted to speak for up to 5
minutes each.

I further ask unanimous consent that
at 10 a.m., the Senate then imme-
diately resume consideration of H.R.
1868, the foreign operations appropria-
tions bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent that at 10 a.m.,

the Senate resume the Brown amend-
ment regarding Pakistan under the
previous order of 1 hour equally di-
vided, and I ask unanimous consent
that the vote occur on the Brown
amendment at 11 a.m. on Thursday,
September 21, 1995.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, for the
information of all Senators, the Senate
will resume consideration of the for-
eign operations appropriations bill to-
morrow morning. Under the previous
order, there will be a rollcall vote at 11
a.m. tomorrow. Additional rollcall
votes will occur in relation to the
pending appropriations bill throughout
Thursday’s session of the Senate.

RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in recess
under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 10:51 p.m., recessed until Thursday,
September 21, 1995, at 9:15 a.m.

f

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 20, 1995:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

SUSAN ROBINSON KING, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR, VICE
DOUG ROSS, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

JAMES WILLIAM BLAGG, OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE RONALD F.
EDERER, RESIGNED.
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